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FOREWORD
A DECADE OF CONTRIBUTION

by James R. Hanchey
Director of the Institute for Water Resources

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was signed into law on
January 1, 1970. This was a fitting symbol heralding the changes which
would sweep through water resources decision making and management in

the decade of the seventies. No decade in recent memory has produced such
rapid and fundamental changes in water resources policies, procedures

and operations. NEPA required that planners conduct a comprehensive
assessment of the environmental impacts of proposed Federal actions to
insure that these impacts were given adequate consideration in agency
decisions. The U. S. Water Resources Council (WRC) issued Principles and
Standards for water resources planning which established two equal
national objectives; economic development and environmental quality. In
addition, the Principles and Standards further de-emphasized the tradi-
tional focus on primarily economic decision variables, by establishing

an evaluation framework consisting of four accounts--national economic
development, environmental quality, regional economic development and
social well-being. These changes in the traditional "ground rules" for
water resource development prompted fundamental and far-reaching re-
sponses by Federal water resource agencies.

During the past decade, the planning process of the Corps of Engineers
has gone through an evolutionary period. The Corps' planning process
that has emerged is frequently referred to as an "iterative-open planning
process." The iterative nature of Corps planning is reflected in the
multiple sequences of need identification, alternative generation,

impact assessment, and evaluation that a planner goes through during the
planning period. The open nature of planning is reflected in the strong
commitment to providing effective opportunities for public involvement

at all stages of planning and decision making.

The Institute for Water Resources (IWR), Tike most governmental entities,
found the seventies were a decade of challenge. IWR is an interdisciplinary
research center which, through staff studies or funding of studies by
consultants, provides policy guidance and research and development in

the area of water resources planning to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers.
As such, IWR played a considerable role in shaping the Corps of Engineers
adaption to the 1970's. It was a decade of challenge, but it was also a
decade of contribution in which IWR was able to contribute substan-
tially to policy and procedures which resulted in a more adequate
balancing of economic, environmental, and social values in water re-
sources decision making. Central to this contribution was IWR's work in
public involvement.




This collection of articles documents, in a general way, that IWR con-
tribution. While comprehensive, it is not definitive. We are still
learning. However, the materials reflect the types and ways the Corps,
as an organization, has attempted to meet new public involvement demands.
As such, it is as important for what is absent as what is included. We
have tried to synthesize, by topic, the contributions of IWR staff and
consultants. Throughout, further original source material is referenced
for those desiring more "indepth" discussion.

Prior to 1970, the participation of the public had been Timited largely
to formal public hearings on water resources studies. However, as early
as July 1968, the Corps had initiated a research study by a University
of Michigan research team consisting of Thomas E. Borton, Katherine P.
Warner and J. William Wenrich to explore techniques for improving com-
munication between the public and the governmental agencies involved in
comprehensive river basin planning. This study, titled "The Susquehanna
Commun1cat1on-P?r$1c1pat1on Study," was published as an IWR Report in
December, 1970 (See pages 382-395.) Reflecting the increased interest
within the Corps regarding public involvement, IWR initiated a staff
stud% by Dr. A. Bruce Bishop, which was also published in December
1970¢. (See pages 26-35). This coincided with experimental efforts by
the Seattle and Rock Island Districts of the Corps to increase public
involvement in their planning programs.

In February 1971, IWR conducted its first conference on public partici-
pation. The course was held in Atlanta with the assistance of Dr. Gene
Willeke, of the Georgia Institute of Technology. The conference was
attended by all chiefs of planning and all public affairs officers in
the Corps. The objective of this first conference was to sensitize
Corps planning officials to the need for public involvement in planning
and decision making and to begin to explore opportunities for developing
meaningful and effective relationships with the public. As an indica-
tion of the increasing commitment by the Corps to public involvement,
the Chief of Engineers, Lieutenant GeneralF. J. Clarke,made a presenta-
tion at the conference in which he emphas1zed "I want each of you to
know that I consider ' pub11c participation in planning' of critical
importance to the Corps' effectiveness as a public servant." (See page
11.) Subsequently, materials used in this course were modified into a_
multimedia training course, prepared by Charles W. Dah]aren of IWR,
which was distributed to Corps districts in 1972.

Following this conference, IWR began an extensive program of research,
consu1t1ng, and training. Many of the results of this program are
reflected in this reader. The success of the program can best be measured
by comparing Corps planning in 1980 with planning a decade earlier. A
1973 paper by B. H. Dodge provides a good picture of public involvement
theory and practice in the early 1970's.  We hope this document will
provide a contrasting view of theory and practice in 1980.




In the fall of 1971, IWR initiated a Technical Assistance Program (TAP)
to provide 13 districts and two Corps divisions with consultants to
assist in expanding and improving public participation activities. The
consulting team was headed by David A. Aggerholm and myself, and included as
consultants David J. Allee, A. Bruce Bishop, Thomas E. Borton, Donald G.
Butcher, James F. Ragan, Katherine P. Warner, J. William Wenrich, Ann
Widditsch, and Robért D. Wolff. The program was not entirely successful.
Some consultants were used efficiently and effectively, others were used
haltingly and sparingly. Most consultants felt their assistance had
little effect on field office adoption of more intensive public partici-
pation programs. Because of consultant efforts, some field offices did
experiment with new approaches in selected studies, but in no case did
the field offices follow through with the development of district-wide
programs. The consultants did, however, have the opportunity to observe
field office attitudes and approaches to public participation. This
resulted in a report by James F. Ragan which "stirred the pot" internally
and was published in November 19754 (See pages 145-161.)

The Institute also funded an evaluation of public workshops conducted
as part of a major study of Puget Sound, in which the Corps was one of
the participants. This evaluation was conducted by Ann Widditsch, and
was published in June 1972.° (See pages 70-79.)

In 1973, IWR sponsored the first of a series of training programs on
public involvement conducted by SYNERGY Consultation Services. dJames L.
Creighton, the founder of SYNERGY, had developed a course which taught
practical communication skills, meeting leadership skills, and assis-
tance in identifying and understanding public values. The course was
taught by the four SYNERGY partners: James L. Creighton, Magdalen B.
Creighton, D. E. Merrill, and W. A. Wiedman, Jr. The course was highly
successful, and began a relationship which exists to this day. IWR has
sponsored three to four "basic skills" courses annually for Corps personnel ever
since 1973. Altogether some 800 Corps people have attended these
courses, with additional courses scheduled into 1981. W. A. (Bill)
Wiedman, the current owner of SYNERGY, is assisted by other consultants
including Lorenz Aggens, Lucy Gill, Dick Ragan, and Judy Walsh in this
ongoing training effort.

During the same period, IWR also sponsored a workshop on planning pro-
cesses on Orcas Island. During the same period, IWR also sponsored a
series of workshops on environmental impact assessment. These work-
shops, while focusing on the environmental aspects of water resource
planning, began the IWR effort to restructure the planning process to
enable the planner to more effectively incorporate multiple objectives
and public involvement into water resource plan formulation and decision-
making. The "open-iterative" planning process developed by Dr. Leonard
Ortolano, with the assistance of members of the IWR staff, was intro-
duced for the first time at these workshops. This conceptual model of
the planning process, which is described more fully in the paper on

pages 103-144, has been further developed over the last few years and has
recently been incorporated into a series of planning regulations which




specify procedures for Corps preauthorization planning.

IWR also funded two large studies during the 1974-1976 time period. The
first, by A. Bruce Bishop, was an effort to analyze public involvement

in the Tight of modern communications theory.6 (See pages 80-97.) The
other study by a Stanford University team headed by Leonard Ortolano,
focused on changes that would have to be made in the planning process if
public involvement were to be meaningful.7 (See pages 103-114.) Sub-
sequently Ortolano and Thomas P. Wagner conducted a "field test" of an
"Iterative, Open Planning Process" on a water study with the San Francisco

District.

During this period Corps' policy had been revised to substantially
strengthen public involvement requirements and modify the planning
process in the direction indicated by Ortolano and Wagner.

It was now clear, if it hadn't been before, that the Corps was clearly
“in the public involvement business." Therefore there was a need for
simple direct instructions on how to design a public involvement pro-
gram. In response to this need I developed an IWR manual entitled
"Public Involvement in the Corps of Engineers Planning Process. "9 (See
pages 115-123.)

With the conclusion of the manual, however, my responsibilities within
the Institute changed and responsibility for the development of an
executive course and other aspects of IWR's public involvement program
was shifted to a new staff member, Dr. Jerry Delli Priscoli. This
involved more than simply shifting staff responsibility for the program.
More important, it brought a new perspective to the Corps' problems.

Dr. Delli Priscoli, a political scientist with extensive research and
practical experience in the area of public participation in government,
began an -intensive effort to evaluate program objectives and needs. A
major need which was apparent was to involve the "executive level" of
the Corps--district engineers, deputy district engineers, chiefs of
planning, chiefs of engineering--in training programs. It was clear
that for public involvement to become a way of doing business, this
level of Corps management needed to understand and support it. James L.
Creighton was retained to extract materials from the "basic skills
course" which were suitable to the executive level, and develop a work-
book for the course. Again the course was highly successful and has
become a continuous element in IWR's program. QOver 200 executive level
had participated since 1976. Consultants who have participated in this
course include Larry Aggens, James L. Creighton, Magdalen B. Creighton,
Benjamin Dysart, Lucy Gill, Richard Ragan and W. A. Wiedman. Mr. Wiedman
holds the contract as coordinator and lead consultant through 1981.

It was also apparent that many Corps' planners were becoming increas-
ingly sophisticated, and now needed more than simply the basic skills
course. In particular, there was a need for training in the wide
variety of public involvement techniques that were being deve]gped.
Following the usual competitive proposal process, James L. Creighton was




selected to develop this techniques-oriented course which we have come
to call the "advanced course." The challenge in course design was to
teach techniques in a way which required active participation, allowed
for the inclusion of numerous guest consultants, yet retained continuity
and coherence. The course was originally taught by James L. Creighton
and W. A. Wiedman, Jr. assisted by Dr. Delli Priscolli and myself, Mr.
C. Mark Dunning, Richard Ragan and Lucy Gill. This course is now re-
peated approximately once a year with several hundred people attending
the course to date. Numerous papers were developed for the Advanced
Course Workbook which have never been published except in the workbook
form. Since we believe many of them to be quite valuable, they are
included in this reader for the first time. ’

As an outgrowth of these programs IWR continues, on occasion to provide
direct assistance to districts with specific public involvement con-
cerns. This assistance ranges from special consulting on public in-
volvement program design, special district seminars, to specialized
technical aid. The IWR professional staff also continues to publish pro-
fessional papers related to public involvement. Papers by Dr. Delli
Priscoli and by C. M. Dunning are included in this reader to illustrate
the issues dealt with by IWR staff.

In addition there are numerous studies carried out by IWR on Social
Impact Assessment and future studies which relate to public involve-
ment. Recently IWR has begun two major studies of hydroelectric power
and the future of American waterways which themselves require public
involvement. James F. Ragan has assisted in developing the public
involvement program design for the hydroelectric study. Other IWR staff
members have been conducting a study on the assessment of cumulative
impacts, which has considerable public involvement elements.

During the early 1970's, the Corps, as well as other aaencies, focused on public
involvement in planning. With the 1972 and 1976 Federal Water Pollution

Control Acts, the Corps assumed major new responsibilities in wetlands
protection and regulation. As the Corps' regulatory program has grown,

so has the Corps' awareness of the central role of the public in a suc-

cessful program. Thus, our most recent challenge has been to adapt our

public involvement expertise to the expanded Corps regulatory program.

James L. Creighton, assisted by IWR staffers Dr. Delli Priscoli and
Thomas Ballentine, has been developing a training program entitled
"public Involvement in Regulatory Functions." Fortuitiously, the Jack-
sonville District of the Corps has been exploring innovative approaches
to public involvement in regulatory programs, and this team conducted a
two-day seminar for the entire regulatory staff of the district. An
outgrowth of this seminar was the public involvement process followed in
developing a general permit on Sanibel Island.10 (See pages 373 and
396.) IWR assisted with partial funding of this process which was super-
vised by Merle Lefkoff, with facilitator training by Lorenz Aggens, and
program evaluation by Judy A. Rosener. A five-day version of the regu-




latory program training course has now been successfully conducted twice
on a regional basis, with substantial demand for similar training in the

future.

Work on our regulatory program has broadened further our understanding
of public involvement. Substantial needs in other phases of Corps
operations have emerged. As we now move into the 1980's it is a good
time to look back. Public involvement has become far more than window
dressing. It builds on central tenets of our democratic ideology. For
an engineering organization, public involvement has become crucial to
our ability to provide engineering service to changing social values.
PubTlic involvement has helped define our role as engineers in the 1970's,
and will continue to do so in the 1980's.

IWR is pleased to have had the opportunity to make a contribution to
public involvement over the past decade. Several of us on the IWR staff
have had a long-standing professional commitment to the development of
public involvement expertise, and it is gratifying to see the progress
that has been made. It has also been pleasing to work with, and provide
support to, many of the outstanding consultants in the country, to °
develop processes for making government even more responsive to the
needs of the public.

1Borton, Warner & Wenrich, "The Susquehanna Communication - Parti-
cipation Study," University of Michigan, IWR Report 70-6.

2B1’shop, A. Bruce, "Public Participation in Water Resources Planning,"
IWR Report 70-7. '

3Dah]gren, Charles W., "Public Participation In Planning:~ A Multi-
Media Course," IWR Report 72-1.

4Ragan, James F., "Public Participation in Water Resources Planning:
An Evaluation of the Program of 15 Corps of Engineers Districts," also
“Summary Evaluation and Recommendations," (Internal Distribution Only),
IWR Report 75-6.

SWidditsch, Ann, "Public Workshops on the Puget Sound and Adjacent
Waters Study: An Evaluation," IWR Report 72-2.

6B1‘shop, A. Brucé, "Structuring Communications Programs for Public
Participation in Water Resources Planning. IWR Report .

70rto]ano, Leonard, "Water Resources Decision-Making on the Basis of
Public Interest," IWR Report 75-1.

8Wagner, Thomas P. and Ortolano, Leonard; "Testing an Iterative,
Open Process for Water Resources Planning, IWR Report 76-2.

9Hanchey, James R., "Public Involvement in the Corps of Engineers
Planning Process," IWR Report 75-R4.

10  efkoff, Merle, "Public Involvement in General Permitting: The
Sanibel Workshops."




INTRODUCTION

The genesis for this reader was two-fold: 1) A recognition that a

great deal of material had been developed for IWR-sponsored training
programs which many practioners inside and outside government believed
represented an important contribution to. the field of public involvement,
and therefore deserved publication; and,2) A desire to provide recogni-
tion to IWR's contribution to the field over the field over the past
decade.

It is not unusual for editors to include two, or sometimes even three,

of their own articles in a reader on a topic within their areas of expert-
ise. A quick glance at the Table of Contents for this reader will indi-
cate that we have liberally used this editorial privilege. The reason.
for this relates to the first motivation for this reader: a desire to
make materials available to others in the field which had previously been
azailable only in Participant's Workbooks for IWR-sponsored training
programs. Over the past few years Mr. Creighton has' been privileged,ito
develop, under contract, the format and workbooks for three IWR courses:
Executive Course; Public Inviovement in Planning; Advanced Course on
Public Involvement in Regulatory Functions. The materials in this

reader under his authorship come from these courses.

IWR was among the first natural resources planning agencies to fund re-
search and training in the field of public involvement, and has consist-
ently sustained this committment over the decade. As General Clarke's
speech (page 11) indicates, at the beginning of the 70s the Corps’
management had gotten the word that the public was demanding something
different. But as General Clarke notes, all the troops had not'yet

" gotten the :aospel.” This conslusion was certainlv verified bv the find-
ings of the Technical Action Program (TAP) described in James Ragan's
article (page 145). Those of us who conducted training for the "troops"
during these early years can also verify that the commitment to public
involvement throughout the organization was, to be generous, uneven.

As a result, IWR was in the position of being a change agent, at the

request of management, to bring about an attitudinal shift within the
organization. Although there has not been a master strategy for the
decade which has guided IWR's action, IWR has nevertheless engaged in
most of the tactics of a change agent in a large organization:

o Identifying existing conditions and problems.

o Funding model programs.

o Defining policies and standards for adequacy.




o Propagating information about successful programs.

o Providing technical assistance to the organization to solve
problems "on the ground."

0 Sponsoring the development of training programs appropriate
to different organizational and experience levels.

In the process of responding to the problems and requirements of the
Corps, IWR has generated many studies and guides which have usefulness
for other agencies (just as the Corps has benefited from the work of
other agencies). This reader is designed to provide an overview of
this contribution. In many cases the selection shown is a section of a
larger document. For this reason you may find it useful to refer to
the original references themselves, if the topic is of particular
interest.

The criteria for selection of materials was as follows:

a) The materials were either prepared by IWR staff, or the work
was funded by IWR.

b) A selection either represented a significant document in IWR's
past, or is an unpublished document of significance that has
_previously had internal distribution only.

The only exception to these criteria is Mr. Creighton's article, "Establish-
ing Organizational Climates for Public Involvement." Our Togic for includ-
ing this article was simply that it provided an important addition to the
discussion of Institutional Implications and Constraints, and it followed

sufficient discussions with Dr. Jerry Delli Priscoli, of IWR's staff, that
it "felt" like it had been done for IKWR.

In general, the structure of the reader responds to the following ques-
tions:

o Why is public involvement necessary?

o What are the general principles for conducting successful
public involvement?

0 Who is the public?
0 How do you conduct effective public meetings?

0 What nonmeeting techniques are also a part of effective
public involvement?

0 How do you evaluate public involvement?



o How do public involvement programs interact with the organiza-
tion that conducts them?

o How might public involvement procedures developed for planning
be adapted to regulatory programs?

o What are the future trends for public involvement?

Within each section the articles often follow a rough chronology, with
selections from older documents preceding more recent ones. When the
materials are of roughly the same vintage, then the logic of the subject
matter prevails.

We think that most who have worked in public involvement see it more as

an art form than science. Still, artists' work can often be enhanced by
knowing how others have dealt with similar problems. The articles in

this reader are largely reports from practioners and people actually
engaged in trying to make public involvement work. As a result they

often reflect the practioner's bias. While being open to criticism

for not having observed all the academic formalities, e.g., some of

them contain no footnotes at all, i.e. We believe the intellectual content
justifies a careful reading by academics and practitioners alike.

Above all, we hope that it is one more significant contribution which
IWR can make to the field of public involvement.

James L. Creighton, Saratoga California
Jerry Delli Priscoli, IWR Staff

C. Mark Dunning, IWR Staff

Washington, D.C. February, 1983




Introduction to Section I:
THE RATIONALE AND NEED FOR PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

This section deals with the questions: Why is public involvement
necessary? What does public involvement accomplish?

The first article is actually a presentation made by Lieutenant General
F. J. Clarke, at that time the Chief of Engineers, U. S. Army, to the
first public involvement course sponsored by IWR. This presentation was
made early in the decade--1971--and reflects the belief of the Corps of
Engineers' top management that public involvement was essential as a
means of adapting the Corps' program to the "environmental conscience"
of the 70s, General Clark also establishes another theme which recurs
in this reader: implementing public involvement in a large governmental
agency is not just the introduction of new procedures, but a fundamental
program of change in the values and outlook of the agency.

James R. Hanchey's article describes the objectives of public involve-
ment from the perspective of the planner. While also written early in
the decade, it remains an important summary of purposes served by public
involvement recognizing that public involvement has multiple objectives:
1) providing legitimacy to an agency; 2) providing an exchange of in-
formation to and from the public, and, 3) serving as a vehicle for con-
flict rejolution.

A. Bruce‘Bishop's article, first published in 1970, begins with the
premise that water planning is, in fact, a program of social change.
This premise allows him to draw on the literature of organizational and
social change to develop a framework within which the planner approaches
interaction with the public as a change agent, consciously working with
the community to produce desired social change. -

One argument offered in opposition to public involvement is that decision
makers should act as advocates for the public interest, even when that
public interest may be at odds with the popular sentiment of the moment.
Glendon Shubert, Jr. deals with this issue by describing the competing
theories of the public interest, then analyzing their usefulness for the
decisioniaker.

In a paper written in 1974, (but not published until 1976)

Creighton suggests that the current demand for public involvement has
been created by a breakdown of a consensus on the social values gov-
erning the management of natural resources. The result is that competi-
tion is created among vying political interests to become the new con-
ventional wisdom. During this struggle there is a demand for issue-by-
issue accountability which puts unexpected demands on the representative
form of government. Public involvement is an effort to cope with these

demands.

Toward the end of the decade, Jerry Delii Priscoli provides an over-
view of public involvement in the context of changes in government
generally. He notes that planners often make decisions of a magnitude
that is really legislative rather than administrative, and discusses the
relationship between public involvement and other processes of political

representation.

10




THE CORPS' PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT MANDATE

oy Lieutenant General F. J. Clarke
Chief of Engineers, U. S. Army

This is a unique opportunity for me, and I'm delighted to take advantage
of it. It is a rare occasion when I can talk to representatives from

each of our Civil Works districts and divisions, the Board of Engineers,
the Coastal Engineering Research Center, the Waterways Experiment Station,
the Institute for Water Resources and my own staff--all at one time and

in one room. [ also want to acknowledge the presence of our distinguished
guests and faculty who have shown their interest in what we're trying to
do by being here to participate and to help. I thank them on behalf of
all of us in the Corps.

I would be carrying "coals to Newcastle" if I tried to impress on you
the major impact which the awakened national environmental conscience
is having not only on the way we live today but also on the way we plan
for better quality living in the future.

Suffice it to say that the future quality of life .in this country

will depend to a great extent on how the resource management plans we
formulate in the 70s are responsive to our national environmental goals.
The Nation-wide participation by the Corps in this week-long course on
Public Participation in Water Resources Planning is not only gratifying,
but evidence of the Corps' commitment to assure better quality living
for this and future generations.

A1l agencies are trying to adjust to a period of rapid change and
evolution in our national concerns, values and philosophies. Within the
Corps,this is being reflected in a very large number of new directives,
regulations, guidelines and instructions being sent to you from Washington.
We do our best to anticipate the problems you may face in implementing
these instructions. The diversity ot situations in each local area

and between the local areas in which you are individually concerned is
immense. Much of the quidance points to the directions that we

want the Corps to go. e rely upon each of you as individuals tn

use your professional judgment to make it truly effective.

Such guidance is not and never should be a substitute for thinking.

It is especially important to remember that in these times of rapid
change, you are where you are because you have the capacity to be alert,
to think, and to use common sense. Whenever you find a situation in which
the guidance apparently makes no sense, a request for clarification is

in order. Don't be discouraged if there are times you are told to

These remarks were made at the first IWR Public Participation Training
Program on February 2, 1971. Reprinted from: IWR Development Report 72-1,
Dahlgren, Charles W. "Public Participation in Planning: A Multi-Media

" Course." U.S. Army Engineers Institute for Water Resources, Fort Belvoir,

Virginia, April 1972
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go ahead and carry out the action anyway. Try to remember that there
may be considerations and perspectives at a higher level that do make
sense. I'm sure that most of the field personnel of the Corps are con-
vinced that we in Washington are not the source of all wisdom, and I hope
only a few of you believe that we think so. On the contrary, the wisdom,
the insights and the questioning we receive from the field, coming as it
does from all parts of our Nation, are priceless assets.

Yesterday you heard a discussion from some thoughtful observers of the
Corps who described how the Corps appears to concerned citizens. Among
professional Corps watchers--and that has become a real growth industry--
I have noted one observation that recurs frequently to the effect that
there are two Corps of Engineers. One in Washington and another in the
field. In press conferences around the country many a reporter has told
me in effect that the "higher ups" in the Corps are responsive to changing
times, but that over in such and such adcdstrict "they ain't got religion
yet." When I turn the tables on the reporter by asking him or her a few
questions, it usually becomes evident that one of two situations prevail:
Either there in fact has been a breakdown in communications between OCE
and the field office, or, and more commonly, the apparent discrepancy results
from the application of an apparently clear and simple policy to a 3%ec1-
fic complex situation. I recognize that it is much easier to "word-smith"
a policy statement on public participation in planning than to apply this
policy in a specific study on project. I hope that you can bridge that -
gap in your deliberations this week.

I want each of you to know that I consider "public participation in
planning" of critical importance to the Corps' effectiveness as a public
servant. It is a subject on which we have much to learn in terms of
today's society, and an area I won't be satisfied with until we can truly
say that the Corps is doing a superb job. This is a large task. You-
planners, even though you must be personally, heavily, and intimately
involved, cannot do it alone. Neither can you public affairs officers

do it alone. I believe that by bringing these two talents together in a
truly cooperative effort we can reach our goal.

Over the years, we have carried on a considerable amount of public
participation in a manner which has been--if I may use that over-worked
word--relevant to the times. We have even been criticized--believe it

or not--for having too much participations That kind of interaction

is no longer appropriate for today's needs. In the past; we have coordi-
nated our planning activities with a relatively small percentage of the
people who have actually been concerned, and largely these were Federal,
state and local governmental officials of one kind or another. Today,
there are, in addition, vast numbers of private citizens who, individually,
or in groups and organizations and through their chosen representatives,
are not only keenly interested in what we are doing with the Nation's
water resources but who want to have a voice and influence in the planning
and management of those resources. A :

And this brings up an interesting question...who speaks for the people
in the planning process? Is it the Governor, the county commission, the
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mayor?...or is it the League of Women Voters, the local conservation
association, the Sierra Club or the Wildlife Federation? There is no
categoric answer to either question. We look to elected officials for
required assurances because they alone can meet certain required statu-
tory requirements. However, we cannot and must not ignore the other
voices which not only demand to be heard but also have a contribution to
make. I hope this problem will be addressed directly and effectively in
your deliberations this week.

This growing public interest is not confined to water resources but has
spread to all aspects of the government. Coupled with, or perhaps
stemming from present-day mass communication facilities, it is making a
radically new ball game of planning and public affairs everywhere. No
one has yet sorted out all of the implications, but it may well be that
future historians will point to our times as a period of significant
transition in the way we govern ourselves.

In relation to our concern with water resources, this changing situation
calls for a cooperative effort that rests very fundamentally on developing
free and open communication links from the Corps to all concerned citizens
and from them to the Corps. This is the essence of our concern over the
means for communication. Communication links are the machinery which

make it possible to achieve public participation and to hear all relevant
voices. We welcome the prospect, but we have much to Tearn. We must
first accept the fact that "talking to the public" is not necessarily
"communicating." We must also listen and respond. Effective dialogue is
perhaps more an art than a science. The distinction is probably the

basic aspect of the problem that we are gathered here to overcome. The
nature of our work is founded on the so-called "hard sciences" and their
applications, and we have developed outstanding expertise in economics,
geology, hydrology and other "exact sciences." However, only in recent
years have we developed staff capability in the "soft sciences,” I hope
that all of you will keep these basic facts in mind as you participate in
‘the planning simulation and role playing exercise throughout the week.

For most of us this is strange territory, but I am confident that you

will explore it with enthusiasm and meet the challenge it presents.

Finally, I want to say something about a question that I know is in all
of your minds, and that is the matter of making the resources available
to do the job. A1l of us recognize that establishing communication and
achieving wide public participation in the planning process, in the scope
being discussed here, is going to require significant time, effort and
funds. Contrary to the perceptions of some of our critics, we do not
enjoy unlimited access to the Federal Treasury, and we are going to have
to take continuing hard Tooks at how we allocate our resources for survey
reports. The problem is even more difficult in view of the added effort
and cost that grows out of multiple objective planning. -The IWR has
underway an indepth critical analysis of the entire preauthorization
planning process which should result in a solid base of information on
this subject. Each of you who is responsible for preauthorization

plans must also on a case-by-case basis carefully consider the allocation
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of resources available to you. We must also discover and learn to use
the many external channels of communication that are free and open to us,
and I would suggest that this is an area in which the PAO's can be par-
ticularly effective. We must also make maximum use of the resources that
local interests can contribute in terms of such things as publicity,
meeting facilities, and the 1ike. Notwithstanding all these efforts, it
is likely that there will still remain significant added costs which

must be budgeted. Over the Tong range, I think we can all recognize that
such added costs will be more than offset by the savings that will accrue
from reduced controversy, reworking of completed reports and, importantly,
the development of a solid base for terminating reports before their
completion in situations where no productive outcome can be foreseen.
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THE OBJECTIVES OF PUBLIC. PARTICIPATION
by James R. Hanchey '

Introduction

Despite the increased attention given to public participation in plan-
ning by many of the Federal agencies involved in the development and
management of natural resources, the initial efforts to implement this
concept reflect numerous uncertainties about the development of effec-
tive programs, and the absence of criteria by which to measure its
effectiveness and overall worth. This at Teast partially stems from the
fact that there has seldom been an adequate resolution in policy or
practice of what is expected to be accomplished by involving the public
in planning.

Some of the more common reasons given in planning directives as justifi-
cation for a public role in'planning, deal with such issues as facili-
tating agency programs by development of community consensus, the crea-
tion of a favorable public image toward the agency and its planning
procedures, and providing for an adequate exchange of information be-
tween the agency and the public. General objectives such as these offer
the planner very little guidance in his attempts to effectively involve
the public in water planning activities. These efforts are made more
difficult because there are many objectives which can be achieved by
public participation and there is no single procedure, such as public
hearings, which is effective in achieving all of them. Rather, there
are a wide variety of public involvement techniques from which the
planner can choose, and decisions must be made initially and throughout
the planning process as to which techniques to use, when to use them and
how to apply them. In order to make these decisions it is important
that the objectives of public participation be clearly spelled out and
that the techniques which are used are structured for those specific
objectives. The techniques which are used depend on such variables as
the particular "publics" concerned, the relevant information require-
ments, the overall planning situation, and time, resources, and skills
available, including those that can be contributed by the public and
outside consultants.

Three general objectives are suggested which should be considered by the
planner in the design of a public participation program for a specific
planning situation. These are referred to as: 1) the public relations
objectives; 2) the information objective; and, 3) the conflict resolution
objective. These general objectives are broken down into eight second-
order objectives which serve to clarify and to provide workable concepts
for both the design and evaluation of such programs (Figure I ).

Reprinted from: IWR Development Report 72-1. Dahlgren, Charles W.,
M"public Participation in Planning: A Multi-Media Course." U.S. Army
Enginers Institute for Water Resources, Fort Belvoir, Virginia, April 1972.
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I. Public Relations Objective

The public relations objective is based on the premise that in order
for the planning agency to develop plans which have broad public support
and acceptance, the public must view the agency's role in the planning
process as legitimate, and must have confidence and trust in the agency
and its planning procedure.

Legitimizing the Agency's Role in the Planning Process. The need for

Tegitimizing the agency's role in the pTanning process results from the
fact that the public is frequently uninformed about the responsibilities
and the authorities of the planning agency. A large measure of the
public dissatisfaction with water resource plans stems from a failure

by the public to recognize and understand that the agency operates

under constraints imposed upon it by higher authority. There are limita-
tions to the authority of the planning agency to undertake certain
alternative solutions which may be desired by the public. In certain
circumstances, this may lead to a disparity between the capability of
the agency to satisfy community needs and the expectations of the com-
munity. This is a manifestation of the more general disparity between
the global manner in which citizens perceive community problems and
needs, and the compartmentalized structure of public programs designed
to meet them. This disparity can result in a loss of legitimacy for the
agency unless the constraints under which it operates are fully under-
stood by the public. This indicates that one of the initial tasks in a
planning study should be to inform the public about the agency's au-
thorities, responsibilities, operating procedures and constraints. It
should be noted however, that an agency cannot maintain legitimacy in
the eyes of the public if the public doesn't accept these limitations as
being legitimate. The agency must, therefore, continually be alert for
changes in public values in this respect, and be ready to modify those
procedures and constraints over which they have control, and to urge

and support changes in their authority and responsibility which require.
action by others. An example which will help clarify this concept can
be found in the recent shift to multiobjective planning by the Federal
water resources agencies. When it became apparent that the public was
no Tonger satisfied with national economic efficiency as the sole cri-
terion for evaluation of water projects, the agencies played a large
role in having the objectives of Federal water resources development
expanded to include such considerations as environmental quality. The
Federal agencies have thus improved the legitimacy of their authority
and responsibility. However, the agency operating procedures and poli-
cies for the implementation of these new objectives must still stand the
test of public scrutiny, and must also be subject to modification if
they are found to lack legitimacy by the public.

Development of Confidence and Trust. Another important factor is the

development of confidence and trust by the public toward the planning
agency. Hovland, et al. (1953, p. 21), suggest two factors which affect
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an individual's tendency to accept a conclusion advocated by a communi-
cator: (1) the extent to which a communicator is perceived to be a
source of valid assertions (his "expertness"): and, (2) the degree of
confidence in the communicator's intent to communicate the assertions he
considers most valid (his "trustworthiness"). In the absence of this
confidence and trust, communication between the agency and the public is
likely to break down. Poor communication enhances the possibility of
error and misinformation of the sort which is Tikely to reinforce the
lack of confidence and trust in the agency. If an agency is to com-
municate effectively, it must strive to develop and maintain an image of
itself as the most reliable source of information available on water
resources issues. This does not necessarily mean that the agency must
be perceived by the public as the leading expert in all aspects of water
resources technology, but rather that they will perform the function of
gathering all the information necessary for the study, relying as appro-
priate on outside sources of expertise. In order to maintain this image
of reliability, the agency must demonstrate a willingness to develop
information on all aspects of the planning problem and to share this
information with the public even though some of it might be damaging to
programs or solutions which the agency favors. The agency must also
avoid giving the impression that it favors certain alternatives early in
the study; rather it should present the image of an objective investi-
gator of all alternatives.

The word "image" is stressed in this discussion because the key to this
concept is in the public's perception of the agency's expertise and
objectiveness. It is not sufficient that the agency actually possess
these qualities; the public must be convinced of this as well. On the
other hand, the fact that public perceptions are involved also means
that an agency might attempt to create a favorable image of itself by
merely going through the motions of public participation. Very likely
it will not take long for at least some segments of the public to sense
that the process of participation is net genuine and as a result other-
wise sound and basically acceptable plans may be opposed. It follows,
therefore, that if the agency is to gain the public's confidence and
trust over the Tong term, the image which the agency attempts to create
must be matched by reality.

II. Information Objective

The information objective deals with the stage of the planning process

in which the planner determines the problems to be solved during the

planning effort and searches for solutions which are acceptable to the

public. There are three separate concepts making up this objective: 1)

the diagnosis of community problems and needs; 2) development of alter-

zétive solutions; and, 3) the eyaluation of the consequences of solu-
ions.
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Diagnosis of Community Problems and Needs. Quite frequently water
resources projects have been rejected by the public because the planner
and the public had a different view of the local problems which needed
solution. This is partly because people do not have the same values and
thus do not perceive the same problems, even when viewing the same
situation. Water planners, because of self-perceptions of superior
qualifications and knowledge, often tend to discount the way the general
public views a problem. Wilson (1971, p. 109) reported that over four-
fifths of theF:ederal water resources planners interviewed by him ex-
pressed the opinion that the public generally lacked competence in
technical areas and nearly two-thirds felt that the public was unaware
of the issues involved in water resources planning. In addition, the
public was seen as lacking in objectivity and extremely parochial in
their viewpoint. The public, because of their view of the technician as
a narrow specialist with no appreciation for social values, often has
equally unfavorable attitudes toward the planner's problem perception.
As an example, in one of the case studies presented later in this re-
port, the Corps of Engineers originally considered construction of a
leveed floodway through an area which was frequently flooded, in order
that urban development of the area could occur. This plan was later
abandoned when it was learned that a large segment of the local com-
munity was opposed to the development of this area and considered the
major problem to be one of devising means ta insure that the land, which
was privately held, would be preserved in its natural state.

It follows that public participation techniques should provide the
planner with an opportunity to test his perceptions of the local prob-
lems and needs by comparing them to those of a representative segment of
the local community, prior to beginning the search for possible solu-
tions.

Another factor which complicates the diagnosis of local community prob-
lems and needs stems from the fact that Targe-scale water development
projects are frequently very disruptive to the Tocal community and to
the general environment of the area. In other words, a project may
create almost as many problems as it solves. The planner must then
assure that the local community has an adequate knowledge of the pos-
sible adverse effects of solutions to the problem under investigation,
and that the community prefers the new problems to the old.

In order to overcome this second difficulty, the planner must attempt to
explicate the conceivable implications of possible probiem solutions.
This is to be distinguished from the thorough evaluation of the con-
sequences of alternate solutions which'would take place as a part of the
choice process between alternatives later in the study. The object at
this early stage should be to assist the public in_evaluating their
problems and to aid the planner in insuring that all affected interests
are provided with an opportunity to participate in the structuring of
the problems. :
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Development of Alternative Solutions. The need for involving the public
during this stage of the study is based on the advantages to the planner
of being able to test the social and political feasibility of alter-
natives early in the study. The purpose of public involvement at this
early stage should be to allow the planner to begin to bracket the range
of social and political feasibility early in the study, in order that
more of the planning effort can be confined to plans more Tikely to be
feasible and acceptable with the result that the planning process will
more likely lead to a productive outcome. The planner should be careful,
howevér, that he does not prematurely discard alternatives. This may
happen for two reasons. First, it is very likely that the "public" as

it is first encountered does not represent the full range of interests
which will be affected by the ultimate plan, and thus, initial feasibility
Timits may not accurately reflect actual community feelings. Second,
social and political feasibilities do not have fixed predetermined
Timits. They depend to a significant extent upon a clear understanding
of the possibilities and the significance of choice. These Timits

are subject to change as the planning process progresses and increased
information is exchanged between the participants.

Another reason for public involvement in the development of alternative
solutions is because of the recognition that not only does the local
community have problems which it wishes the planner to aid in solving,
but it also occasionally has an awareness of potential solutions. Often
solutions suggested by the public are ignored by the professional planner
because they are advanced at the wrong point in the study, are not very
clearly thought out, or are presented in an unorganized manner. This
happens largely because the public does not know the proper time to
advance solutions and because they are rarely consulted by the planner
at the proper time. While public participation might never be the major
source of alternative solutions, it might contribute to the enlargement
of the set of alternatives by providing ideas on variations of proposed
alternatives to meet particular problems. Quite often a slight varia-
tion of an alternative may receive a quite different reaction from the
public than the original alternative, particularly if the change is in
response to a specific local problem.

Another benefit from involving the public in the development of the
alternative solutions is that in doing so, 3 commitment to change may be
created among the participants. Often individuals and groups resist
solutions and plans which are imposed upon them. As Burke (1968, p.
289) points out, "the making of decisions, the working through of the
problem, so to speak, are the dynamic factors which change behavior."

In order to give the public a real sense of participation in the devel-
opment of alternatives, it is necessary that they be consulted at an
early stage in the study, before the planner has suggested all the most

likely feasible solutions.
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Evaluation of the Implications of Solutions. One of the major purposes
of involving the public in planning is to produce plans which are con-
sistent with local community values. In order to do this the planner is
faced with the difficult task of getting the public to articulate their
values. Even if the planner were successful in obtaining an expression
of individual values, it would be impossible to aggregate them into a
combined community value index which would be helpful in determining the
proper solution to the community's problems. Although the planner may
encounter difficulty in working with the concept of community values, he
can indirectly approach this problem by structuring the choice process
so that community values are, in a sense, revealed. In other words, he
can allow the public to make a series of value judgments regarding

- alternative solutions to the problem. In order to do this, alternative
solutions embodying quite different values must be developed so that the
public can get a feel for the implications of different values.

Arrow (1951, p 22) in discassing conflicting values on decisions about
resource allocation argues that it is not necessary to explicitly stipu-
late these values, rather all that is required is to be able to decide
between various possible outcomes which would result from alternative
courses of action. To make a decision between two or more different
alternatives, it is not necessary to make deductions from formulated
principles. A decision can be made simply by taking into account all
the features of each alternative outcome that are subject to preference.

Arrow has stated the position in this way: "As with any type of be-
havior described by maximization, the measurability of social welfare
need not be assumed; all that matters is the existence of a social
ordering...all that is needed to define such an ordering is to know the
relative ranking of each pair of alternatives." This means that in-
dividuals need not explicitly formulate their values and organize them
in order of priority. Therefore, all the unconscious psychological
mechanisms which influence value judgments are allowed to operate freely.
One can make a decision by selecting the alternative which subjectively
seems superior without rationalizing the basis of his decision. Since
choices are judged by their outcomes, value judgments require calcula-
tions that extend into the future. For the public to make rational

value judgments, they must be supplied with not only the alternatives,
but the future consequences of the selection of each alternative jp 55
much detail as possible. Although the planner will have the major
responsibility for developing and providing this information, the public,
by virtue of their familiarity with the community, may also play a role
in forecasting the consequences of the selection of certain alterna-
tives. '

Unfortunately, even though the planner is successful in obtaining in-
dividual preference orderings of a range of alternatives embodying
different values, it is unlikely that these will be consistent among all
participants in the study, because of the different values held by
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individuals and groups in the local community. This results in the need
for an additional objective for public participation, the conflict
resolution objective.

III. Conflict Resolution Objective

Conflicts among the participants in a water resources study may arise
from differences in opinions or beliefs; it may reflect differences in
interests, desires, or values; or it may occur as a result of a scarcity
of some resource. Conflict can occur in a cooperative or competitive
context and will be strongly influenced by the processes of conflict
resolution employed by the planner. There are two concepts which are
useful in describing a favorable approach to conflict resolution, con-
sensus seeking and the avoidance of extreme positions. It should be
noted that these components of the conflict resolution objectives are
not independent of the other two objectives; rather they are influenced
to a great extent by the degree to which the planner has been successful
in achieving the other objectives.

Consensus Seeking. Consensus seeking can be described as cooperative
problem solving in which the conflicting parties have the joint interest
of reaching a mutually satisfactory solution. Deutsch (1968, p. 23) has
given a number of reasons why a cooperative process is Tikely to lead to
a productive conflict resolution:

1. It aids open and honest communication of relevant informa-
tion between the participants. The freedom to share
information enables the parties to confront the under-
lying issues involved in the conflict, and to facili-
tate the definition of the problems which they are con-
fronting. Open and honest communication also reduces the
likelihood of the development of misunderstanding which
can lead to confusion and mistrust.

2. It encourages the recognition of the legitimacy of the
other party's interests and of the necessity for search-
ing for a solution which is responsive to the needs of
each side. Influence attempts tend to be limited to
processes of persuasion.

3. It leads to a trusting, friendly attitude which increases
sensitivity to similarities and common interests, while
minimizing the salience of differences.

However, in itself, cooperation does not insure that problem-solving
efforts will be successful. Such other factors as the imaginativeness,
experience and flexibility of the parties involved are also deter-

minates.

22




There are a number of factors, over which the planner has control, which
can influence whether the conflict resolution effort will be a coopera-
tive or a competitive process.

The first is the approach used by the planner in attempting to gain
acceptance of a decision. Such tactics as coercion, threat, and decep-
tion lead to a competitive orientation, while openness and a sharing of
authority and information lead to a cooperative or a competitive pro-
cess. The planner should avoid, if possible, references to his
ultimate authority in the decision-making process or to the possiblity
that lack of community agreement will result in abandonment of agency
efforts to solve the local problems.

The prior relationship between the parties in a conflict is a strong
determinate of the course which the conflict resolution effort will
take. Experiences of successful prior cooperative relationships will
enhance the possibility of present cooperation. This concept is closely
related to the objective of the development of confidence and trust
discussed earlier. Thus, it can be seen that cooperative actions by a
planner in a current study ‘can enhance his ability to reach agreement
with the public in future studies.

Finally, the attitudes, strength, and resources of interested third
parties are often crucial determinants. Thus, a conflict is more likely
to be resolved cooperatively if powerful and préstigious third parties
encourage such a resolution and help to provide problem-solving re-
sources to expedite discovery of a mutually satisfactory solution. This
is particularly important when the conflict is between two groups within
the public, rather than between the planning agency and the public. In
this case, the agency can be a major factor in limiting the controversy
and guiding the conflicting parties toward a mutually acceptable solu-
tion by adopting the position of an impartial arbiter and by providing
the opportunities for interaction between the groups.

Avoidance of Extreme Positions. Quite frequently, conflicts over water
resources issues have been perceived by participants as situations where
a party to the conflict can take only one of two positions: for or
against. This is unfortunate in that it implies that what is good for
one party is necessarily bad for the other. Anyone who perceives it as
such, must of course, align himself with one of the two positions.

Deutsch (1968, p12) calls such a situation (where if one gains, the
other loses), a competitive process, and describes some of the effects
which result from such a relationship. First, communication between the
conflicting parties is unreliable and impoverished. The available
communication channels are not utilized or they are used in an attempt
to mislead or intimidate the other. Little confidence is placed in
information that is obtained directly from the other party; more cir-
cuitous means of obtaining information are relied upon.
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A competitive process also stimulates the view that the solution of the
conflict can only be of the type that is imposed by one side on the
other by superior force, deception, or cleverness. The enhancement of
one's own power and the complementary minimization of the other's power
become objectives. The attempt to create or maintain a power difference
favorable to one's own side by each of the conflicting parties tends to
expand the scope of the conflict as it enlarges from a focus on the
immediate issue in dispute, to a conflict over who shall have the power
to impose his preference upon the other.

Finally, it leads to a suspicious, hostile attitude which increases the
sensitivity to differences and threats, while minimizing the awareness
of similarities of interests between the opposing parties.

An examination of the factors which tend to force the conflict into a
competitive process provide some clues for the planner who would Tike to
avoid such a situation. Deutsch points out that competitive processes
are most likely to occur when there is misjudgment and misperception on
the part of one or more of the parties involved in a conflict. The
planner then, must strive to maintain reasonably full communication
between the opposing interests and should search out and make use of
common values and common interests which could serve as a basis for the
formation of cooperative bonds. The adoption of a polarized position
also depends, to some extent, on the perception by the opposing in-
terests of the flexibility of the other parties' position. If one of the
parties to a conflict is perceived to be unwilling to significantly
modify his position, the other party is Teft little choice but to adopt
the opposite extreme position as a defensive measure. The planner
should avoid presenting issues to the public in a manner such that the
agency's position is perceived to be rigid. This is likely to occur
when only one plan is presented to the public for consideration. The
public is -left with very little choice but to be "for" or "against" the
plan. The reference to constraints imposed by higher authority on
agency actionas a Jjustification of the agency position also contrib-
utes to a perception by the public of a rigid agency position. Here the
planner is in a dilemma; quite often constraints, such as the benefit-
cost ratio, do operate to make his position inflexible. In these cases,
it is important that these constraints have been presented to the pub-
lic, understood, and accepted by them at an early stage in the planning
process. It can be seen that the achievement of the "public relations"
objective discussed earlier, can aid significantly in the achievement of
the "conflict resolution" objective.

While each of the public participation objectives discussed above is
important, the relative importance between them will no doubt vary from
study to study. For example, in certain areas because of past unfavor-
able experiences the planner may feel that the public relations objec-
tive should be emphasized and may decide to devote the major portion of
available resources to this objective. The techniques which are se-
lected for involving the public in the study should reflect this desired

24




emphasis. The planner can choose from a wide variety of public partici-
pation techniques; including such things as public meetings, news re-
leases, citizen advisory boards, or informational brochures. Decisions
as to which techniques should be used, when they should be used, and how
they should be used, must be made during the first phase of the planning
process, and must be reviewed and updated throughout the process as the
planner ga1ns insight into the community forces shaping the study. The
planner in attempting to make these determinations should be guided by
two principles: 1) the objectives of involving the public in the study
should be clearly spelled out, and, 2) the techniques used should be
designed to meet these objectives.

The next chapter discusses the general scope of the water resources
planning activities of the Corps of Engineers, the policies of the
organization with respect to public involvement in studies and an over-
view of the extent of participatory techniques used in recent studies.
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PLANNING AS A PROCESS OF SOCIAL CHANGE
by A. Bruce Bishop

Water Resources Development and the Process of Change

The relationship between a public work and social change is one of both
cause and effect. In the past, water development was considered to
represent the effect of social and economic change rather than its

cause. Viewed in this light, the water supply, flood control and naviga-
tion projects can validly be considered the effect of such social forces
as an expanding population, and the need for water for municipal, indus-
trial, trade, and recreation, and changes in economic conditions which
attract people to different areas. Accepting water development as an
effect of these forces, planning has been concerned basically with
existing or anticipated needs. ‘

The other view is that water development is an instrument of social
policy since it can serve to stimulate economic and social change.
Community response to this stimulus will of course depend on the capa-
city, ability, and desire to change which exists in the areas to be
served and on the planned use of the water resources. This places a
significant responsibility on communities and state agencies to deter-
mine those changes deemed desirable in the community and those that are
not, and the possibilities, if any, for stimulating or preventing them
through the location and design or deference of water resources projects.

A Descriptive Model of Planning

Just as with the physical problems of engineering, if engineers are to
successfully plan public works involving social change, they need

models which describe this process. Such models should define the
functions of the planning process, and the range of choices open to
planners in deciding the means by which to approach planning problems.
This includes the types of decisions which are made, the process by which
planned change occurs, -and the relationships of the participants in the
planning process. With such understanding, the planner can operate more
effectively in his role as an agent of change. He can focus not just

on the end product of planning, but on how to structure the planning
process in order to produce a product which achieves a more widely
accepted solution to the wants and needs of society.

Engineering of Planned Change

The basic purpose of engineering planning is controlling and guiding
the changes made in man's environment to serve his needs and best

Reprinted From: This article originally appeared in a longer version in
IWR Report 70-7, Bishop, Bruce, "Public Participation in Water Resources

-Planning," U. S. Army Engineers Institute for Water Resources, Fort

Belvoir, Virginia, 1970.
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interests. A typology adapted from Bennis (1961, p. 154) lends insight
into the kinds of change processes which might occur within our political
and economic structure. This is described in Table 1.

The approach to water resource development may be either planned or
technocratic change since it entails intentional goal setting which may
or may not be mutual. . In the past our approach has been primarily
technocratic. However, if “"planning" in its broadest sense is to be a
reality, intentional mutual goal setting through public participation
is required.

Table 1: Typology of Change Processes

Approach to Goal Setting

Intentional by Non intentional

Planner-Community Relationship planner and by planner, or
community community, or
both sides
Mutual Goal Setting Planned Interactional
' Change Change
Non-Mutual Goal Setting Technocratic Change
(or goals set by one side) Change@ Without Goals

aThe technologist sets the goals whether or not there is participation
of the other side.

In discussing water planning, as one area of engineering planning,

some consideration must be given to the nature of and approaches to
planned change. Figure 1 depicts the dimensions of planning problems
and relates them to the range of approaches to planning. At one end of
the spectrum, planning is deductive with a definite course of action
for achieving desired goals. Design is completed before any steps are
taken toward its realization. Deductive planning suggests the ability
to plan comprehensively, using rational methods of analysis that employ
quantitative techniques and decision rules. It seeks to evaluate the
short and long run effects of the alternatives and weigh the benefits
against the costs to determine an optimal decision. This planning ap-
proach works well in the setting of a well-defined problem. At the
other end of the spectrum, inductive planning applies more to the ill-
defined problem, and attempts mainly to resolve conflicts of interest.
The solution is usually synthesized as the result of interaction between

political or other forces.
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Figure 1: Approaches to Planned Change

In another dimension, planning may be either innovative or incre-
mental. In incremental planning, an optimal distribution of resources
among systems ‘is sought through small changes from the status quo, while
the innovative mode leaps into a new state,of affairs through large
transformations of the existing situation. _

PubTic works affect many different social and political bodies and bring
large changes to the physical, social and economic structure of society.
In this kind of setting, comprehensive planning, although often held to
be ideal, is very difficult to achieve in practice since both tools and
data are lacking. But the development of such tools is an important
long term objective. Even if tools were available, however, this ap-
proach does little about overcoming the tensions between the political

1For a detailed discussion of the incremental approach see Braybrooke
and Lindbloom (1963). Other aspects of planning approaches are dis-

cussed by Bruck, et al., (1967), Friedmann (1966), and Petersen (1966).
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system and the requirements of comprehensive planning (Bolan, 1967, p
234). In other words, a comprehensive analysis may develop excellent
plans and solutions that are completely unacceptable to the affected
parties, and therefore politically infeasible in terms of being imple-
mented.

These considerations lead to the conclusion that an inductive and
innovative approach is more appropriate for many aspects of public
works planning. Such approaches depend on understanding planning as an
ongoing process ‘where the accomplishmen i - -
the pa%tgcipants and their commhnicatioﬁ agt%]%2212%0%ﬁ2$sageag??sagnon

the ability to design and evaluate the physical plans. Planning and

decision making are part of a process of social change involving a
number of issues and interest groups. Planning cannot proceed only on

the basis of future predicted events, but must recognize the possibility

of stimulating desirable social change (or preventing undesirable change)

as part of alternative solutions, in conjunction with the other legiti-

mate objectives in maintaining the community environment. Planning

must be recognized as an adaptive process, i.e., sequential in time and

capable of moving in many different directions. As Petersen (1966, p. 136)
points out:

1. Planning concerns a process and not a state; it pertains
not to some idealized future, but to the mode of moving
from the present.

2. A plan for the physical or social environment has utility
only as a step in a means-end continuum that casually

relates the physical workmanship to the socioeconomic and
political.

Development of the Need for Change

It is helpful to classify the participants in the change process into

two interacting parties, the change agent and the client system (Lippitt,
et al., 1958). In this relationship the change agent is seeking change
or helping it occur, and the client system consists of those being
helped. In the context of water resources planning, the responsible
planning agency practically always emerges in the role of change agent.
However, in the community structure it is possible for different in-
terests to assume the roles of both change agent as an active promoter

of resource development, and the client system as one who is affected

by the change. In other instances, the community groups may act solely
in the role of client system. One of the important tasks for the planner
is to identify the interest groups in the community and the roles which
they may assume in the planning process.

A process of planned change typically begins with problem awareness.
This is translated into a need and desire to change. In the relation-
ship between the planner and the community, problem awareness should
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revolve around water resource problems and needs as part of overall
community planning. The development of need may come from:

1. The Agency Planner. The planner, acting as change agent,
finds certain difficulties in the basin system such as
flooding, pollution, water shortages, or significant
changes in land use or recreation patterns, and offers
help or takes steps to stimulate the community to an
awareness of the problem.

2. The Community. The community becomes aware of diffi-
culties and seeks help. Local desires should be a sig-
nificant factor in the decision to undertake planning
studies. These are usually expressed in the form of
resolutions from city and county government bodies, or
requests of state legislators, ultimately leading to con-
gressional resolutions.

3. A Third Party. An ihdustry considering location in the
community or a consulting engineer working on a problem
may suggest the need for water resources studies.

Many problems in planning may be due to the failure of the planner and
the community to agree on the need for a study. For example, if the
planner attempts to convince the community of the need, the community
must assess the validity of the diagnosis and the urgency of the pro-
posed studies. If the community suggests the need, then the planner
must assess the extent of the community's desire for the study. In
cases where the agency proceeds with a study unilaterally, as when
operating solely on the basis of a congressional directive and a rigid
program of planning and construction, then the community is Tikely to
be unresponsive. If both agree on the need, then a viable change re-
lationship can be established; otherwise, there could be conflict from
the outset.

In developing the need for change, an important consideration, then, is
the means by which decisions are made to undertake particular planning
studies. -Agreement between the planner and the community upon the exis-
tence of a problem which demands a study of feasible solutions is ex-
tremely important.

Establishment of a Change Relationship

A workable change relationship between change agent and client system
is essential to the success of the planning process. Yet, in water re-
sources planning, establishing the proper working relationship between
the agency and affected interests in the community is often neglected.

Establishing a successful change relationship requires a'"legitimization"
of the planning process. This entails a full understanding between the
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agency and the communities as to the exact procedure of the study, the
institutional arrangements and responsibilities, and the possible ulti-
mate outcomes. All parties need to recognize that the purpose and
intent of the study is to develop a comprehensive plan and that a deci-
sion will be made. The studies should always include nonstructural

and "statusquo" alternatives as possible decision outcomes, The
activities and timing in the study, and decisions to be made should be
outlined from the time of commencing studies through to its final sub-
mission to the Congress.

Other important factors in establishing change relationship include:

1. Client System's Perception of Change Agent. The com-
munity's perceptions of the agency with respect to esti-
mates of its ability to give help, its inferred motives,
and its attributed friendliness or unfriendliness are
important to the change relationship. Government agencies
have a particularly difficult task altering their images
as large impersonal organizations into something that can
be dealt with by a community. As Lippitt, et al, (1958,

p 134) note:

“Often the client system seems to be
seeking assurance that the potential change
agent is different enough from the client
system to be a real expert and yet enough like
it to be thoroughly understandable and ap-
proachable...(and) will identify himself with
the client system's problems and sympathize
with the system's needs and values, but who
will at the same time be neutral enough to take
a genuinely objective and different view of the
system's predicament."

In the minds of community interests, the agency should
qualify as the expert in water resource development and
demonstrate that it is sensitive to the effects on the
community of any action that might be taken. The agency
planners must accept the necessity and responsibility of
convincing the community that it is prepared to under-
stand and work with the community's needs and values.

2. The Client System's Role. If a successful change re-
lationship is to develop, the community must be aware of
its responsibilities to the change agent (Lippitt, et
al., 1958, pp 134-135.

"...the client system must...(understand) about
“the kind and degree of effort which must be put
forth in the collaboration with the potential
change agent. The client must not only under-
stand the arrangement but he must at least

tentatively agree to it."
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This emphasizes the importance of legitimizing planning
so that all parties are agreed and committed to the
change process.

Establishing the proper change relationship and legiti-
mizing the planning process are partly organizational and

procedural questions, As Lippitt, et al. _
136) state: PP et al. (1958, pp 135

"Usually one subpart is more ready to
change than others. Hence, this subpart must
attempt to engage the sympathy of the other
subparts toward the projected plan of estab-
lishing a working relationship with an outside
source of help .... The success or failure of
almost any change project depends heavily upon
the quality and the workability of the rela-
tionship between the change agent and the
client system ...."

In the organizational and institutional structure, the
main concern is the kind of working relationship that
should be sought between the change agents and clients.
This is a question of what might be termed “planning
strategy."

Working Toward Change

The phase of working toward change in water resources planning covers
the full range of tasks involved in arriving at alternative sets of
physical plans,nonstructural alternatives, or maintaining the status
quo. This involves decisions at levels 1n the hierarchical structure
which produce integrated subbasin studies and finally a set of alter-
natives. These decisions evolve through three subphases of working
toward change.

Diagnosis of the System. The essential purpose of the system diagnosis
is to provide the planners with information on which to base decisions
about broad alternative approaches. Consideration should be given to
how and from whom information is obtained:

1. Defensive Reaction of Vested Interests. Often change re-
Tationships may be impaired as information is gathered,
‘unless defensive reactions can be anticipated and avoided

(Lippitt, et al, 1958, p 137).

"This is the point at which vested in-
terests--either particular pressure blocs
within social units or particular segments of
the individual personality--are likely to
become aware of the threat which is posed by
change, and their defensive reactions may smash
the whole mechanism of collaboration between
the system and the agent."
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2. Hostility of the Client System. Because of past exper-
iences with planning studies, preconceived ideas about
the agency and its objectives, or fears about alteration
of the status quo, the community may develop hostilities
toward the planner. Such hostility may exist even though
the community ostensibly continues to cooperate. For
these reasons, it is important not to propose solutions at
this stage. Instead, the development of social and ec-
onomic data can promote cooperation between the planners
and the community, and can provide valuable information
on the community's structure and needs.

Setting Community Goals. This subphase deals with trans-
forming diagnostic insights into definite sets of com-
munity goals and relating them to the potential changes
that can be induced by various projects and alternative
plans. The hierarchical levels of decision involved in
relating goals and potential change may be expressed in
physical terms by specifying the problem areas which are
of greatest interest to the community. Success or failure
in defining community goals depends on the kinds of mech-
anism in the community to undertake this process, and the
relationship between the community and the planner.

Development of Alternatives for Change. Lippitt, et al,

view development of alternatives for change as a transfor-
mation of intentions into actual change efforts. In the
planning process the objective of this phase is to develop

a set of alternatives. These alternatives must be under-
stood to represent the ultimate physical realization of

the change process. If any one of them is to be imple-
mented, at this time it must have the sympathetic accept-
ance of the various subparts of the community and of affected
parties.

Because water resources planning studies often span a con-
siderable period of time, maintaining continuity in planning
falls to the agency since people and office holders move on.
It follows that the type and quality of community participa-
tion during this phase depends to a large extent on the
policies agreed upon in establishing the change relation-
ship, and on the type of planning strategy which is

adopted.

Stabilization of Change -

Lippitt, et al., in looking at change in the behavioral sense, note

that unless attributes are fixed by becoming institutionalized, they may
retrogress to their previous state. In public works planning in genera],
and water planning in particular, the proces of change becomes stabilized
through the period of public evaluation of alternatives. Choosing

among alternatives requires, in part, direct public confrontation of

the planners, and local government officials, interest and pressure
groups, and the general public. "Stabilization requires a period of
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adjustment to the decision by the affected parties and may not be com-
pleted until after the programs, plans and/or projects have been imple-
mented.

Achieving a Terminal Relationship

Achieving a terminal relationship does not imply that after the imple-
mentation of plans the need for any further planning is terminated.
Adjustments and changes are induced by programs and projects after they
are operational. The need for an active relationship between the client
and change agent must extend beyond the project completion in order

to correct, where possible, any undesirable short and long term effects
of the project which were not foreseen. Items that should be considered
for a successful terminal planning relationship are:

1. The unforeseen problems caused by a completed physical
facility or a program plan.

2. Immediate short term effects of placing the completed
' project into operation.

3. Implementation of long range future plans in connection
with a facility or program. ’

4. Maintenance of working relationship for undertaking new
planning studies and/or projects in the future.

5. Evaluation of community consequences of programs or pro-
jects in order to provide a data base for projecting
effects of projects yet to be planned and built.

These items encompass the important kinds of decisions and adjustment
in the operation of the facility.

Conclusions

In this descriptive analysis of planning, a number of conditions based
on theoretical and case studies of planned change have been identified
which are necessary if planning is to proceed efficiently and effec-
tively. These include: .

1. That the planners, state agencies and community groups
should have an awareness of the problems which may require
change and agree to the need for a study.

2.  That establishing workable change relationships depends
on "legitimizing" the planning process, j.e., getting
agreement on the way in which the study will be organized
and conducted. . :

3. That an important element of working toward change.is ]
the exchange of information. This begins with a diagnosis

6f the basin and its communities through socioeconomic
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studies. Otherwise the process can be disrupted by a
misunderstanding of the agency and its motives, or of the
community's responsibility for participation.

4. That stabilizing change and achieving a terminal relation
depends on an acceptance of the final decision, and a con-
tinuation of the planning relation after the facility is
operational.

The importance of these conditions, particularly with respect to local
community attitudes toward the planning prgcedures, have been demonstrated
through research on the planning process.

25ee Bishop (1969).
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THE CONCEPT OF THE PUBLIC INTEREST

by Glendon Schubert, Jr.

[This is an adaption of an article by Dr. Shubert by the editor, for use
in IWR Training Programs.]

THE UNACCOUNTABLE PUBLIC OFFICIAL

The decision-making power of nonelected government administrators poses
a problem for democratic theory. The democratic mandate for elected
officials comes from the fact that they can be booted from office at the
next election. Theoretically, government administrators are accountable
to elected officials, so this provides some indirect accountability back
to the people. In reality, however, government is now so large and
complex (and civil service provides so much job security) that govern-
ment administrators make innumerable decisions daily, with only the most
controversial ever known to elected officials. The question becomes:
"How can we ensure that nonelected public officials are acting on
behalf of "the public interest?"

The prevailing theory of how to cope with this that has dominated adminis-
trative law is that the way to solve the problem of the official endowed
with discretionary powers is to increase the definiteness of legal
standards (including statutes and administrative rules), decreasing the
area of discretionary authority. Recent theorists have argued that
this is based on an oversimplified view of the kind of discretion that
officials have. They see officials as having three kinds of discretion-
ary authority: 1) technical discretion in which the ends or goals are
well-defined, but the official has discretion on_how best those goals
can be met; 2) discretion both in determing how goals are met, and in
establishing criteria for goals that are vague, e.g. "clean water,"
"hazardous substances," etc.and, 3) discretion in determining actions
which should be taken, while the goals themselves are still in dispute.

Only the first of these kinds of discretionary powers lends itself to

the clarifications of administrative law. In the second case the of-

ficial is actually in a position to define the standards against which
programs (and therefore his/her performance) will be measured. In the
third case, where there is a dispute over goals, there can either be a
paralysis of action, the official can--if his agency possesses excep-

tional authority--proceed based on his own values and beliefs, or more
likely, the official must use his ingenuity in political mediation.

These last two categories are of particular importance to the Corps'
programs because both these conditions often exist: 1) The criteria
which are to be applied, containing such phrases as “"cumulative impact"

Reprinted from: IWR Training Program, Creighton et al., "Public
Involvement in Regulatory Programs,"” U. S. Army Engineers Institute for
Water Resources, Fort Belvoir, Virginia, 1979.
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are sufficiently vague that there are wide differences in interpretation
and practice; and, 2) while the regulations exist, there is by no means a
consensus within the society on the goals implicit in those regulations,
so that each question of interpretation becomes a new battleground for
the conflicting interests. The Corps, motivated by practical realism,
finds itself in a position of having to create processes for political
mediation and problem:solving if it is to both break the decision-making
impasse and provide the accountability to the public which is a funda-
mental of democratic society. Public involvement is the primary means

by which this mediation can take place.

DEFINING THE PUBLIC INTEREST

But the question which is asked frequently about public involvement is
whether it will result in "the public interest," or whether public
officials have an obligation to act on behalf of "the public interest”
regardless of what various-affected interests may say? The answer to
that question requires some clarification of what the public interest
is.

The problem of determining the public interest exists in every society.
At various times the public interest has been defined by kings, priest-
hoods, military dictatorships, parliaments, etc. Each claims to repre-
sent the public interest. In a democratic society any claim for author-
ity in determining the public interest must result ultimately on the
mandate of the people, rather than claims to divine knowledge, royal
prerogatives, or superior wisdom. _

There are three competing theories about what the public interest is
which emerge in current American political thought:

The Common Will: Some theorists presume there are definable
common interests, a common good, usually based on the interests
of the majority. With this assumption, political events tend
to be viewed as a contest between the common good, and the
wiles of the evil and nefarious special interests who attempt
to block the common good for their own interest. But having
assumed the existence of a common good, these theorists
divide into separate camps of those who believe that this
common will is best expressed by direct electoral vote of the
public, and those who believe that political parties are a
necessary moderating influence upon the special interests.

A Higher Law: These theorists believe that the public interest
is an absolute, a matter of higher law, or natural law. These
theorists characterize themselves as representing the true
interests of the people, even if their perception of the

public interest does not coincide with the interests of the
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public as perceived by the public itself. They appeal instead
to the still small voice of conscience, and urge administra-
tors to be creative manipulators of public opinion, and resist
the blandishments of the special interest groups.

A Balance of Interests: These theorists start with the assumption
that competition among the multitude of interests and groups is the
reality of political behavior at all times both outside and within
agencies. The term "the public interest" really is a symbol which
only has meaning as the outcome of the process of group or interest
interaction. In effect, "the public interest" is whatever people -
can agree it is at any point in time. Any consensus about what
constitutes the public interest may break down at a future date to

be replaced by a new definition. Political scientists who take

this position originally emphasized the relative balance of various
interest groups on the decisionmakers, Others have pointed out

that the pressures of external interests are often countered by
pressures from within agencies. Still others have pointed out that
the values of the decisionmaker play a role in the decision, so

that a decisionmaker may make a decision at odds with the self-
interest of his agency, or at odds with pressuring interest groups,
in response to such values as "freedom, equality, or equal oppor-
tunity." Psychologists have also pointed out that both conscious

and unconscious factors play a role indecision making, so that the
psychological make-up of the decision maker can play a role in the
appraisal of public interest. Finally, other theorists have o
pointed out that the decision-making process itself can substantially
shape a decision, and emphasize the importance of providing equal
access to the decision-making process for all groups, so that
decisions will not be predetermined by the decisionnadker hearing
only from some groups, or being exposed to only some kinds of
information. Democratic decision-making processes are necessary
because these provide the maximum opportunity for diverse interests
to seek to influence governmental decisions at all levels.

USEFULNESS FOR THE DECISION MAKER

Each of these theories makes a critical assumption. The "Common Will"
theory assumes that there is a common or at least majoritarian interest,
instead of an infinite number of conflicting interests. The "Higher
Law" theory assumes the existence of a higher or natural law which
transcends the momentary will of the people. The "Balance of Interests”
theory assumes that the outcome of negotiations between the various
interests will produce an outcome which over time (even though not every
decision will be a perfect balance of the public interest) will be the
best and most democratic representation of the public interest.

While it may be difficult to evaluate these three theories on an ab-

stract basis, it is possible to evaluate them based on their usefulness
from the perspective of the agency decision maker.
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The "Common Good" theory is one which most agency decisionmakers are
trained to believe. The difficulty is that the theory provides no
practical guidance to the decisionmaker in the face of ardent, articu-
late, and well-organized competing interests. Since few decisions
facing agency decisionmakers generate the visibility which woutd
justify either the attention of political conventions or an election,
the decisionmaker is Teft with no practical way of determing the
public good. If he attempts to substitute his own assessment of the
public good at odds with the resolution acceptable to the interests,
then he is 1ikely simply to have acted based on either his own personal
values or some intuitive perception of the public good, neither of which
is truly acceptable as a basis for decisionmaking by nonelected
officials.

The "Higher Law" theory provides some sense of direction to the decision-
maker, but at the expense of democratic principles. The idea that there
is a higher law that should be imposed on the people for the good of the
people--even though the people may not want it--is fundamentally anti-
democratic. It doesn't take much of a step from this premise to get to
a dictatorship based on one group's or one individual's version of
higher law. Understanding the anti-democratic nature of this theory is
very important in environmental matters, since there has been a tendency
of many engineers and scientists to believe that decisions should be
made for the public by a technical elite, since the public is "so poorly
informed and doesn't know what is hest for it." Claims of superior
wisdom, whether because one has "divine wisdom" or exceptional technical
training, are fundamentally anti-democratic.

The "Balance of Interests" theory does provide guidance to the decision-
maker in that it makes it his job to create processes for resolution of
conflict between the competing interests. It has the additional ad-
vantage of accurately reflecting the bombardment of conflicting in-
terests which is experienced by every significant agency decisionmaker.
But it does produce a significant shift in how a decisionmaker per-
ceives his role. The emphasis shifts from being a decisionmaker, to
being the creator of decision-making processes that lead to resolution.
The skills are less of content than of process.

If the "Balance of Interests" theory is accepted, then the need for
decisionmakers to be political--to create processes for balancing the
various interests (a skill which most successful decision makers possess
but feel they must hide from public view)--is a legitimate and politi-

cally essential role which must be played to provide accountability in a
democratic society.

Once this is accepted as a legitimate and valued role, then decision-
makers can turn their attention to constructing processes that do ensure
equal access of all interests. It is an act of faith that democratic
processes will result in the public interest. But it is a well-justi-
fied act of faith, based on a history of tyranny whenever a government
believes it knows what the people need even better than the people know
themselves.’ ‘
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THE USE OF VALUES: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
IN THE PLANNING PROCESS

by James L. Creighton

Not too many months ago a planner in a large governmental agency dis-
carded about 150 letters from the public on a controversial issue because
they were no help to him--they contained no facts, no specific proposals--
all they contained were feelings.

Like many other planners, this planner has been faced with a dilemma:
While law and agency policies have required him to seek out greater public
participation in the planning process, he is ill-equipped to know what to
do with the information once he has gotten it. Typically the materials he
receives from the broader public appear to him to be "over-emotional,''till-
informed," and "not dealing with realities." But at the same time, any
public participationp program which puts all the emphasis on well docu-
mented, carefully prepared, scientific presentations from the public will
build in a bias for only the well-funded interest groups. The planner is
trapped between his professional training--which typically equips him to
deal with scientific fact, demonstrable propositions, and economic feasi-
bilities, but not with feelings--and the democratic philosophy which stresses
that all the people should be involved in the decisionpaking, not just the
special interests.

After some years as a consultant and trainer in public participation, I
have arrived at the conclusion that in the early stages of planning the
previously avoided and discarded feelings and emotional expressions are a
critical and valuable resource and go straight to the reason citizen
participation is necessary. Feelings and emotions are indicators of
values; and differences in values are what citizen participation is all
about.

This paper details the thinking which led to these conclusions, as well as
a practical method by which planners can use values in the development of
planning alternatives.

Making "Political" Decisicns

Most planners argue that they do not make political decisions. They mean
they do not make decisions which would, or should, be made by the political
process (through elected officials or a legislative body). But a careful
examination of the difference between a decision the planner makes and a
decision made through the political process indicates that the only differ-
ence is the "stake" involved--the importance of this decision in terms of
the benefits and costs distributed to different segments of the public.
Every planner has had the experience of making a decision he considered to
be "professional" only to find it made "political" by someone's intense
reaction to the decision. A decision is political by its nature if it
distributes benefits and costs to different segments of the public--regard-
less of wheter or not it is made through the political process.l

"Reprinted from: IWR Training Program, Creighton, et al, "Executive Seminar

in Water Resources Planning n ¥.S. Armg_, Engineers Institute for Water
Resources, Fort Belvoir, Virdginia, 1976.
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By this definition purely professional decisions tend to be Timited to
assessments of resource capability or determinations of technical feasi-
bility. It is a professional decision as to what level of pollutants is
now in a river, or what percentage of the pollutants a particular method
will remove; it is a political question (backed by the professional infor-
mation) to determine how much pollution will be tolerated.

A Broader Definition of Benefits and Costs

The term "benefits and costs" immediately conjures up images of economic
standards of measurement. Certainly many decisions made by planners
bestow economic benefits and costs, e.g. the allowable density of a pro-

posed development.

Mast planners have expanded their definition of benefits and costs to
include conflicting uses. A planner can make a decision which benefits

hikers and cross-country skiers while assessing a cost in loss of land
which can be used by snowmobilers.

I wish to add still a third dimension to the definition of benefits

and costs -- tnhe dimension of values. By values I mean those internal
standards by which we judge events or behavior to be good/bad, right/wrong,
fair/unfair, just/unjust.¢ They are the normative standards by which we
judge the way things "ought" to be. When a planner makes a decision to
allow a timber cut in an isolated backcountry part of Alaska he may hear
outraged cries from apartment dwellers in New York City, based not on any
direct economic gain or even any realistic expectation that they will ever
visit the land in question -- but based on the fact that the planner's
decision is distributing a benefit or cost on the way they believe the
land ought to be managed. The benefit or cost is solely in the values
dimension.

3
Values choices are essentially choices between two positive goods. For
example, if the issue is the use of seat belts one must find a position
which balances "comfort" with "safety ." If the issue is the mandatory

use of seat belts, one must find the balance point between "individual
freedom" and "public safety," A1l of these values indicated are good,
desirable, positive; no one is against any of these values, the issue
is which values should prevail in this instance. The act of "valuing"
js one of finding the proper balance point between the two values in a
given situation at a particular point in time.

A policy is a balance point selected between competing values. Compefing
policies are competing judgments as to the relative importance of partic-

pular values in a particular situation.

This is illustrated be]ow:

Positive Positive
Value Value
Policy Policy Policy
Fig. 1 A B C
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Each policy is a balance point between two “goods." An individual may
oppose a policy of an agency because he considers that the policy does
not adequately recognize the importance of a "good" he supports. To the
planner this individual may appear to be an "aginner" -- an individual
who will consistently oppose anything proposed by the agency. This
opposition is based on this individual's positive support of some value
which he believes the agency consistently does not properly value.

It is one of the characteristics of values arguments that the opponent

will usually appear "overemotional and irrational," committed to premises
that he cannot rationally justify. The difficulty is that both sides --
both the planner and the various publics -- see the other as Tocked into
preconceptions that no number of facts will shake. Values are a per-
ception of reality based on our own set of personal rules governing our
feelings. By virtue of unique life experiences, upbringing, training, and
personal introspection each individual develops his own set of "meanings"
for his experiences. These "meanings" -- and values are major standards
by which we evaluate events to provide meaning to them -- cause each of us
to have an individualized reality, a perception of reality which is always
to some extent unique to that individual. When we confront someone with
-an individualized reality based on values which are substantially different,
then the rules by which we judge reality are contradictory. We usually cope
with this threat to our definition of reality by judging the others

to be i11-informed or badly- motivated. When one individual views an act as
an "outstanding program to stimulate economic well-being" while another
individual views the same act as a "vicious desecration of nature's natural
order» they are operating with individualized realities with premises so
fundamentally different that these individuals appear to be emotionally
committed to unjustifiable positions.

One reason that much information from the public is viewed as overemotional
and irrational is that it conflicts in much the same way with unconscious
values held by the planner, or the agency for which the planner works. For
underlying each agency's mandate and basic operating policies are very
definite values. For example, many natural resources agencies have "multiple
use" policies which attempt to balance the conflicting interests by providing
a number of uses from the same land. Typically this orientation is described
as "the Greatest Good for the Greatest Number.' However, this orientation
predisposes agency planners to naturally seek out ways of accommodating
several uses, and avoid solutions that maximize single uses to the exclusion
of other uses. When individuals or groups advocate that land be used solely
for the one use they consider to be the "highest good", planners will tend

to consider these individuals as selfish and self-serving, inconsiderate of
rothers' needs and interests, and will instinctively resist such proposals.

The policies of the agency, and the values inherent in them, form a barrier
of resistance to.the proposals of individuals whose values differ from those
of the agency.

It is my conviction that the environmental battles of the nresent are
primarily on the values dimension. While the battles of the past may have

been among those most immediately affected and concerned about economics
and use, the battles of the present are a struggle among cempeting funda-
mental values about how the land should be used and the Tifesstyles asso-
ciated with that use. The demands for citizen participation in the plan-
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ning process are demands that agencies be accountable to a broader range
of alternative values.

Accountability for Political Decisions

It is the essence of a democracy that there be accountability back to the
public for decisions made by the government. If a school superintendent
makes a decision about busing of school children there are immediate
demands that the school board make the final decision; the logic being
that the school board can be held accountable to public sentiment at the
next election. A central theme in our philosophy is that governments can
rule only with the consent of the governed.

Yet the national malaise is the fear that no one is able to make the system
responsive; that increasingly there is no way to hold the government account-
able. The reasons are multiple: the vastly increased size of the bureauc-
racy, the increased technical complexity of the decisions, the specializa-

tion of disciplines and agencies involved in decisions. There are many

other explanations given as well, but whatever the reason the citizen still
feels uncertain of his ability to exercise any control over "his" govern-
ment.

To illustrate this problem, let's explore the chain of accountability for
a Federal policy or project (Fig. 2):

REPRESENTATIVES ‘ EXECUTIVE
A C ]
L i |
Other Influences:
Courts, State,
Local Gov'ts,etc.
— J
PUBLIC «-Citizen--»{ DECISION-
Participation MAKER Fig. 2

First the public selects representatives. Already some degree of account-
ability is lost because they cannot select these representatives on one
jssue alone. They must buy them "as a package" with the possibility of
stands on one issue cancelling out stands on another. Issue-by-issue
accountability is already diminished.
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The public also selects the President, the Executive. But it is a differ-
ent public -- a national public -- than the local or state publics which
elect the representatives. The result is that each may be accountable to
a different version of public need. :

Out of the interaction between these conflicting definitions of public

need comes the legislation which defines "policy" for the agency.

Tnese policies are in turn modified as they are interpreted by the various
layers of bureaucracy who are in turn impacted by the courts, other agencies,
state and local governments.

The result is that by the time we reach our planner the chain of account-
ability is very long and tenuous indeed. Typically there is a time lag
of several years or more before a shift in public sentiment is reflected
1n policies which are recognized and followed down at the level of the
individual planner. Even when these chanaes occur there is little
possibility of issue-by-issue accountability: the giant bureaucratic
wheels turn too slowly for decisions already "in the pipeline" to be
adapted to the change in policy. '

Yet somehow the system usually works. Many of the natural resource and
development agencies went on for years being the "good guys" among the
governmental agencies. It is only recently they have been portrayed as
the "bad guy," What made the difference?

The Melting Consensus and the New Battleground

It is my belief that the long chain of accountability still worked as long
as there was a framework created by a consensus of values within our society
about the proper use of the land. So long as decisions did not stray too
far from the great middle of this consensus there was little demand for
accountability -- only those groups most directly affected by economics or
use needed to contest the issues.

One way to conceptualize this consensus is as a normal bell-shaped curve
with the great consensus in the middle and an overwhelming majority occupy-
ing a relatively homogenous values position.

Fig. 3
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Since the issue is "the proper use of the land" -- and bearing in mind that
valuing is an act of selectinga balance point between two positive goods --
the polar extremes can be stated as follows:

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT -- Optimal development of the land to meet
man's material needs.

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY -- Optimal maintenance of the total ecosystem,

Continuing our image of the consensus as a bell-shaped curve; we can place
the bell-shaped curve on this scale of values with Economic Development at

one end and Environmental Quality at the other. (Fig. 4.)

Ji

Environmental
Quality

©
Economic
Development

>

Normal &
Range of
Negotiation

ag TR

Agency
Policies

Fig. 4

Since the agencies whose policies affect land use (with the exception of_the
Environmental Protection Agency) were established during the period when this
consensus existed, they operate within organizational mandates and philoso-
phies which reflect this consensus.

The Environmentalist Movement which began in the midsixties was, in my opinion
a function of the breakdown of this consensus. Instead of an homogenous
cluster toward the center, the crnsensus broke down and began to spread over

a broader range of values. Graphically, the result would look more like a
melted eskimo pie than a normal bell- shaped-curve (Fig. 5).
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Economic Environmental
Davelopment Quality
Fig. 5

The effect of this was to leave agency mandates and policies stranded with-
out a consensus. Political strength was distributed across a broader range
of values. New groups emerged who saw the agencies as adversaries -- and
from their values position, rightly so, - because the agencies now spoke

on behalf of one segment of the public (occupying the values position on
which formerly there was a consensus) rather than a consensus of the public
at Targe. The agencies were "adversaries" because they could wield vast
administrative and economic powers on behalf of those values embedded in
agency mandates and policies. Finally, because power was distributed,
strong new political forces emerged to challenge the groups and agencies
which represented the old consensus. Each issue became a desperate battle
for political superiority. Groups began to demand issue-by-issue account-
ability because each issue became a testing ground of political strength.

@ @
\! III/ \‘}T 7’

‘7_ = > . = - o~ .
Economic + * 4 Environmental
Development Public Public Public Quality

. A B C
Fig. 6.




Providing Issue-by-Issue Accountability: Public Participation

The 1ine of accountability was far too drawn out and tenuous to brovide,
issue-by-issue accountability. To survive, the system had tc find an adap-
tive mechanism to provide this accountability in the short term while buying
time until either a new consensus would form (one of the groups would estab-
1ish clear political dominance), or the land use agencies would learn ways

of responding to the greater divergence of values. The adaptive mechanism
was public participation.

Returning to our earlier diagram of the line of accountability: By con-
structing a link directly across the chasm between the public and the planner
through public participation, the system could provide issue-by-issue account-
ability while still maintaining a representative form of government.

The planner himself would be the direct recipient of the thoughts and feel-
ings of groups which normally did not have access to decision making within
the agencies.

The Use of Values

Now back to our tragedy of the discarded letters (referred to at the begin-
ning of this article). These letters were discarded because they contained
no specific proposals, only feelings and general philosophical statements
about the way the land should be managed. In effect they were discarded
because they only contained values data. But if the purpose of public
participation is to ensure consideration of the total range of values held
by the public, then information about values held by the public was the
most important information this planner could receive. His failure was to
consider unimportant the information which would be most helpful in ensuring
that public participation would do the job it was designed to. do.

But the fact remains that even if he had appreciated the importance of the
letters, he probably would not have known what to do with the information
in them anyway. Few, if any, tools have been provided to the planner to
assist him in utilizing the emotional; subjective and "irrational” world
of values.

Having confronted this problem with numerous clients, I have been develop-
ing a technique for analyzing contributions from the public for underlying
values and using these values specifically as the basis for developing the
alternatives to be displayed for the public as part of the public partici-
pation process.

Identifying Values

Typically, values are implied in people's speech or behavior rather than
explicitly stated. While they play a strong role in shaping our lives, when
they are stated explicitly they sound vaguely like "motherhood" or "apple pie"
and are difficult to defend except as an act of faith. (For example, the
writer of the Declaration of Independence fell back on the phrase "we hold
these truths to be self-evident" to justify values as fundamental as Life,
Liberty and the Pursuit of Happiness.)
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Because values are rarely stated explicitly, we have found it necessary to
train planners to identify implied values. The first part of this training
involves teaching specific communications skills designed to acknowledge both
content and feelings. We have found that a greater comfort with feelings is
generally necessary for effective public participation and is especially
jmportant in learning to identify values. Until there is a value placed on
the emotional component of communication there is little sensitivity to the
fund of information from the pubiic that communicates values.

To get planners started in identifying values, we first spggest they pay
attention to three strategems used to communicate values:4

1) Use of Values-Laden Language - This includes terms such as "raping
the land," "locking up the land," "bureaucratic jugaernaut," etc.

Some of my favorite examples-of values-laden language comes from
within the agencies. The Forest Service refers to certain stands

of timber as "overmature, decadent timber" because the trees have
ceased to grow as rapidly as they did when they were young. The
same trees, if located near a highway right-of-way, would be viewed
by the Federal Highway Administratiun as "fixed hazardous objects."
The point is that the terminology reflects an orientation: the Forest
Service is viewing the trees for potential timber harvest, while the
Federal Highway Administration is viewing them as a potential safety
hazard to drivers. This orientation communicates the values frame-
work within which the agency is onperating.

Naturally the different publics have their own collections of choice
values-laden terms which can serve as a guide to their values for
the planner.

2) Predicting a Dire Consequence - People will predict that an action
will eliminate all the jobs in a locale, or will predict that the
air won't be fit to breathe if an action is carried out. The kind
of consequence they fear will reflect their values. The man from
the Chamber of Commerce will predict a loss of jobs, while the
preservationist will predict a total disruption of the ecosystem
By implication, the consequences they select also indicate their
values.

3) Referring to a Venerable Source - People may quote the Bible, the
Constitution, the Declaration of Independence, famous presidents or
writers as proof that their position is the only right one. The
strategy is to quote a source so venerable that people won't dare
question the individual's position for fear of appearing to attack
the venerated source. The difficulty is that sources which are
venerated by one group may appear downright disreputable to another.
The individual citing the latest Department of Commerce report on the
Gross National Product is unimpressive to the individual who would
more likely quote Henry David Thoreau. However, their selection of
venerable sources is a source of information to the planner about
their values. ‘
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While these three guides merely serve to make planners aware of values,
we have found that these guides combined with the communication skills

training provide a sufficient introduction that soon planners are able

to reliably identify the values of one individual or groups as compared
with another.

The Methodology for Developing Alternatives Based on Values

The basic methodology for developing alternatives based on values is as
follows:

1. Analyze Public Contributions for'Underlying Values Issues

Using all of the guidelines indicated above, the planner analyzes
all the contributions -- whether letters, reports, comments at
meetings -- to determine which values issues appear to separate the
various publics. Once the planner has isolated the major values
jssues he can set up values continuums with the opposing values at
opposite ends as illustrated earlier. He may also be able to
identify other positions which constitute mid-points along the -
continuum.

We have found that it is often possible to capture the differences
between publics with as few as two continuums. This allows the
planner to set up a simple matrix as a way of displaying the con-
tinuums. For example, the matrix which most frequently defines the
issues in Federal public works projects is as follows:

' T
)
Gov't Action/ i { Gov't Action/
Public Welfare : | Environmental
Or Safety | : Quality
_____ R s
Limited Gov't | Limited Gov't | l
N i .
Controls Maintaining |I Controis/ l
Individual Freedom ' A Balonc.e'of I
And Free Enterprise | Opportunities l
- —— g o ————
Individual | |
Individuol Freedom/| Freedom/ I {
Free Enterprise - Economic | |
Development |1 |
Economic A Balance of Environmental
Development Opportunities Quality
Figure 7

50




When there are more than two continuums necessary to distinguish the
publics then other display methods may have to be used. For example:

Envifon_—-- GOV't-_— Safety_.—
mental Action
Quality

Public A
_ ALDPublic B
\\\ //
Economic ~~-
Develop- Individual
ment Freedom | Comfort |
Fig. 8
The planner may then want to conduct a "trial run" on the values con-
tingums he has §e1ected by tentatively placing significant groups in the
position he pe11eves they occupy on the display. If the display does not
succeed in differentiating the different groups the planner will have to
re-examine the continuums selected, as they apparently are not the dis-
tinguishing values issues.
| 2. Identify Clusters of Publics
|

Using the actual information received from groups and individuals (so

as to avoid preconceptions as to what their positions may be), the
planner indicates the location on his display of the publics he has
identified. It will probably prove desirable to use acetate overlays

so that groups and individuals are displayed on separate sheets other than
having to decide how many individuals a group leader represents. The
resultant display will resemble a frequency distribution based on the
publics' contributions. For example (Fig. 9):
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Clusters

Individual
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Development Quality
Fig. 9
For the purposes of this analysis it is not necessary to have a precise
numerical tally; we are attempting only to identify significant clusters
of individuals or groups around values positions. In the graph above,

for example, there are four significant clusters, even though there are
numerical differences in size between the clusters.

. Write Descriptions of the Values for Each Cluster

Using the numerical tally as a guide, the plannér now writes a brief
description of the values that appear to be associated with each
cluster. It is these descriptive paragraphs that will be shared with
the public. It is our experience that the displays can be misunder-
stood (an individual doesn't 1like seeing himself as nothing more than

a mark on a chart), while the philosophical summaries are quite accept-
able. To be certain that the values of the different groups are
accurately portrayed the planner may want to share the statements he
has developed with selected groups important to each cluster to ensure
that the statements capture their positions:. This also ensures a clearer
understanding of the values for which the group stands.

. Develop an Alternative for Each Values Cluster

Using the value summaries as a guide, and where available the actual
recommendations of the group as a "reality check", the planner now does
the best professional job he can of developing an alternative which best
incorporates the values held by each values cluster. In effect, it is a
form of advocacy planning, except advocacy planning on behalf of all the
different values positions.
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One problem that frequently emerges is that the alternative which best
portraysa particular values position runsafoul of laws, financing proce-
dures, or aaency mandates. Our experience suggests that 1t 1is

extremely important that these alternatives not be excluded, but that
the limitations be identified as part of the Implications (Step 5).

The reasons for this are:

a) There is a natural tendency for agencies to 1imit alternatives
to those which have been acceptable within the agency in the past.
Yet the whole point of public participation is to seriously con-
sider a broader range of values.

b) Some of the constraints which the agency believe to be real can
be surmounted when the public feels strongly enough about an
issue. For example, contracts that have already been let can
be bought back if enough importance is attached to doing so.
Alternative sources of financing can be found if people feel
strongly enough about a project.

c) People feel excluded from the process if after sharing their
thoughts and feelings no alternatives are developed which
indicate that the agency heard and understood those thoughts
and feelings.

d) If the public is never confronted with the implications of its
-values - if the agency always rules out options that it con-
siders "way out" - then the public is never smarter about the
consequences of what it is proposing. Public participation
does also serve the function of public education.

Identify Implications of Each Alternative

The planner has "taken on" different values premises to develop the ,
alternatives, but now he must describe the implications of the alter-
natives in as "values-free" a manner as possible. These implications
include all the economic, social, and environmental consequences

of each alternative, but ideally these implications can be stated

with sufficient objectivity that almost everyone - regardless of
values position - can agree that the implications are accurately
stated.

To do this the planner must learn to describe implications with a

minimum of values-laden language. For example, we have learned from
experience - some of it a trifle bitter - that implications should not

be stated as "pro" or "con." An anticipated increase in population
in an area, for example, is positive to one person and negative to

another. The implication should be stated as factually as possible,

e.g. "anticipated increase in population of 5-10%."
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Evaluation of the Alternatives Through Public Participation

Once the alternatives and implications are developed (and they may bave
been developed with the assistance of a task force or steering committee
made up of the various public interests) they are then shared with the
public through the whole gamut of public participation techniques .
including public meetings, workshops, newspaper articles, show-me-trips,
etc.

While the great bulk of the public will rule out certain of the extremes
when faced with the implications, this narrowing-down process is not being
done for them by a paternalistic agency. As a result they feel - and

are - a genuine part of the decisjon making. In addition they may devise
ways of improving the alternatives, or combining features of several
alternatives to avoid undesirable implications. By listening to public
comment carefully, the planner also acquires a great deal of information
as to which trade-offs would be acceptable, and which not.

Nothing about this technique removes the agency from its final decision-
making role; the technique simply serves to clarify the fundamental values
differences, expose them to the public along with the implications of each
alternative, and provide the decision maker with substantial information on
how the public would negotiate the differences. Our experience is that when
this technique is used as part of a thorough and open public participation
program that the various interests will arrive at substantial areas of common
agreement. '

The Validity of Values Analysis:

Since this process has been taught as a part of training programs with a
number of agencies we have had a chance to get at least a subjective response
of on-the-ground planners to this approach. Uniformly they have been enthu-
siastic about the method, feeling that it opened up entirely new material
that they had not considered, and that it provided them with an approach that
more nearly fit the emotional realities of their planning situation.

Two examples of the value of this method were presented in an advanced
training program we put on for the U.S. Forest Service in Juneau, Alaska:

The Mendenhall Glacier: For some time the planners for the Mendenhall
Glacier Recreation Area had been stymied by the apparently overwhelming
divergence of views they had received in letters from the public.
Analyzing the letters for specific proposals they had identified over
200 alternative proposals. Naturally, there was no way to respond to
the vast majority of the proposals without turning the entire area into
wall-to-wall concrete. In addition, the Glacier area was politically
sensitive since the glacier is only 15 minutes from downtown Juneau,
capital of Alaska. The small valley in front of the glacier contains
housing for most of the governmental and business elite of Juneau.
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Using the method of values analysis described above, the planners
reviewed the letters a second time for the values communicated by
the publics. To their astonishment they found that in terms of
values there was almost complete unanimity on a minimum human
impact approach to the recreation area. In effect the letters
said, "the most 1mportant thing is to keep the area in its natural
state, but it would be nice to have nature walks (4-wheel dr1ve
trails, bicycle trails, etc., etc.)."

As a result of using the values analysis the planners felt they
were now able to proceed to develop alternatives that would be
.generally acceptable to the public, incorporating only low impact
developments in the alternatives. ‘

The South Tongass National Forest: Planners from the South Tongass

National Forest (Alaska) also participated in this training program

and used as their material a large politically sensitive planning

unit on which they had just completed public part1c1pat1on and were
..ready to announce a decision.

With the public input fresh in their minds they were able to quickly
identify four values positions around which significant publics had
clustered. When they reviewed the alternatives they had de-
veloped it became apparent that they had not deverloped an alter-
native for one of the values positions around which some of the
most politically active groups clustered. While this was caused in
large measure by an effort to stay within pre-existing contracts
with a logging firm, they could see that this did pose a potential
for court action by the groups which could maintain that their
viewpoint had not been considered, And, in fact, this predicted

"dire consequence" did occur. The planners now believe that by
using the values analysis approach on future projects they will
reduce the risks of significant publics feeling unrepresented by

" the alternatives developed.

Conclusion

If the purpose of public participation is to ensure that the full range
of values held by the public be incorporated in the planning process,
not just those values normally accepted by agencies, then it will be
necessary to learn to recognize and deal with .emotional values-laden
contributions of the public, not just the factual information with which
the planner is more comfortable. By recognizing emotional contributions
as a rich resource for information about values held by the public the
planner can begin to extend understanding to values he would not ordi-
narily consider. The technique of developing.alternatives based on all
major values positions held by the public ensures that the planner is
not an advocate for some groups, and an adversary of others. It is also
a clear communication to the public that the agency is responsive and
accountable to all the publics.
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Notes:

1.

4.

This definition is adapted from a distinction of "party politics"

(who occupies -the seats of power) and “policy politics" (what happens--
decisions which grant benefits and bestow costs) by Dr. R. W.

Behan, University of Montana, from a presentation to a Tri-Forest
Conference of the U. S. Forest Service, April 27, 1972, at Boise,

Idaho.

This definition of values is taken from Clarifying Public ControversSy,
Fred M. Newmann and Donald W. Oliver; Little, Brown & Co., 1970, p

43.

Newmann and Oliver, op. cit., p 44..

Newmann and Oliver, op. cit.
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WHY THE FEDERAL AND REGIONAL INTEREST

IN PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT

by Jerry Delli Priscoli, Ph.D.

INTRODUCTION

It should surprise few that public involvement has become so important
to water resources planning. After all, in a world of increasing popu-
lation and limited resources some democratic distribution of those
resources is to be expected in the United States. In the past, American
idealism has sought solutions to societal crises in the faith of more
democracy. During the depression of the thirties, the New Deal called
for "grass roots" democracy. When cities burnt in the sixties, the
Great Society looked to neighborhood citizen participation. Mired in
the thicket of sharpened environmental and alternative water use con-
flicts of the seventies, we again fall back on our idealism--the people
should have a say.

At face value, such idealism can appear naive--even dangerous. Indeed,
numerous commentators have pointed to the pitfalls of unchecked faith in
the idealogical cure of more democracy.1 Consequences ranging from
anarchy to totalitarian cooptation have been forecasted results of such
unchecked faith. Even worse, public involvement might encourage short
term political decisions contradicting contemporary scientific advice.

Despite the warnings, that faith lingers. And not without reason. For

planners have come to create as much as predict our futures. Thus, "Who
are these planners" and "Who are access to them" are questions critical

to maintaining democratic accountability.

More than 100 existing public involvement programs are witness to the
Federal government's vital interest in both the limits and potentials of
public involvement. This paper addresses these 1imits and potentials by
discussing how public involvement helps resolve five key planning questions:
1. Should experts or citizens decide alternatives?
2. Is planning administration or legislation?

3. How can the government know if it-is effective?

Reprinted from: IWR Working Paper 78-1, Delli Priscoli, Jerry, “"Why

the Federal and Regional Interest in Public Involvement in Water Resources
Development," U. S. Army Engineers Institute for Water Resources, Fort
Belvoir, Virginia, 1978.
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4. How can we project impacts of plans?

5. How can we reconcile regional needs with realities of
Jjurisdictional boundaries?

Should Experts or Citizens Decide Alternatives?

That society has become more complex and technology more sophisticated
is'well argued in literature. That this complexity and sophistication
has encouraged debate over the rational strategies for maintaining and
controlling societal change is clear. However, the debate over who has
sufficient wisdom to "rationally" decide for society is far from new.
In fact, it is a classic dialoque of Western civilization.

In planning, we often assume that all experts are citizens, but not all
citizens are experts. But is this really true? Certainly, not all
citizens possess the expertise for calculating the strength of concrete
necessary for a bridge abutment. But do all concrete experts possess
the expertise to determine whether that bridge should be built? Just
who should decide the how, why, and where of this bridge?

Democratic theory would find the answer in the collective wisdom of a
body politic. Representative government would have us believe that

such collective wisdom manifests itself through decisions of legitimately
elected officials. But we all, from time to time, have questioned that
"representativeness." So where does that Teave us. ‘

Some modern theorists calculate that most people do not want to
participate.? In fact, too much participation, particularly in highly
specific "technical" decisions, might encourage poor decisions. Others
look to our mass communication technology for citizen opportunities to
participate on more national issues.

Public inyolyement in planning is more than simply increasing the
quantity of participation. It builds on a currently neglected but
classical democratic faith. That is, the experience of participation
at all levels of social activity makes good citizens.® Good citizens
create a good body politic which support good decisions.* The dividing
Tine between citizen and expert becomes amorphous, indeed Tess relevant.

The good citizen theme recurs throughout Western literature. Pericles
passionately describes the strength of Athens as the good character of
its participating citizens.® In nineteenth century Britain, John Stuart
Mills finds representative government strong because it produces "active-
self-helping" citizens.® Robert Cole expands the theme of participating
experience into industrial democracy.

In current literature, planning as social learning is reflected in the
"new humanistic" approaches to planning of Turner, Dunn, Schon, and
Freidman.® Recent empirical planning studies by authors such as Gross
and Beneviste show that the rational system of planning theory rarely
fits the reality of the human conditions.?®
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Several years ago, Robert Merton pointed out that social planning is
really social interaction.10 In other words, when you plan for society,
you interact with that environment for which you are planning. The
"stand-off" objectivity of planning becomes a false perception. Indeed,
one of the most documented sources of social impacts in water resources
planning is that the very length of planning time can dramatically affect
communities.

Under a philosophy of public involvement, planning "with" replaces
planning "for" in the planners' vocabulary. Both theory and practice
argued for this substitution. The government has a classical interest
in our mutual education of good citizens. It has a practical interest
in diffusing the illusion that citizen and expert somehow always differ.

However, the educative potential of public involvement also contains
limits and pitfalls. For example, the language of education can easily
s1ip into that of government propaganda. Also, if you believe in the
“strict expert-citizen dichotomy, education can mean giving the citizen
the facts. Public involvement then becomes a subtle cooptation effort.!l
Once all the objective facts are presented to citizens, the story will

be clear and the solutions obvious. The government has both a deep
interest and obligation to avoid wasting resources on such false efforts.

Is Planning Administration or Legislation?

Talking about blending citizens and experts is easy; doing it is difficult.
Public policy decisions are made by people working in institutions. One
of the tenets of democratic idealogy is that our institutions provide
citizens the opportunity to have a say in decisions which will affect

them. Gradually, more important decisions affecting our lives seem to be
made while carrying out activities we call planning. Government planning
activities are generally housed in administrative bureaucratic agencies.
Consequently, it is easy to see how planning can be viewed as an adminis-
trative problem. But is it?

For example, reducing the risk of flood damage obviously involves a set
of "rationally" thought out steps. A situation can be objectively
studied, a structure proposed, engineering specifications established,
personnel requirements estimated, etc. Certainly these technical opera-
tions require administrative skill. But, is there a risk if potentially
flooded farmers don't perceive one? Should a structure always be built?
Could you propose an economical earth dam in a locality with a large
cement industry? In short, does planning really assure public interest
and social welfare? :

This question has spawned numerous approaches to planning, each with
different answers. For example, systems planning has evolved sophisti-
cated economic cost-benefit calculations assumed to embody social welfare.
Among others, operations researchers look to optimization criteria.
However, as Kenneth Arrow eloquently suggests, that searching for objec-
tive bases to value social welfare can be futile.!? It is hard to
imagine such bases existing independently from the political system.
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Indeed, water resources policy observers continually point to the
increased importance of social and cultural issues and increased poli-
tization of water resources management decisions.!3

Expanding demands for valuable water could rapidly deteriorate into a
Hobbesian nightmare of selfish maximization. Even the powerful utili-
tarian arguments that public interests can be realized in the market
place summation of individual interests could break down. As we come
to realize that planning creates as much as predicts our future--open
resolution of resource use conflicts becomes more important. Social’
welfare functions are more clearly found in the acceptance of decisions
of legitimate deliberative bodies than in "objective" economic calcu-
lations.

So what else is new? Water resources development has always been
political. This is true. However, the rules for making such decisions
are changing.!%

A northern congressman cannot easily vote for the "far-away" flood
protection or navigation system. Constituents are now 1ikely to be
vitally interested. Shared values cut across time and geography.
Although that northern constituent may never see or use the facility,

he (she) can have definite psychic participation stakes in its con-
struction. In short, natural resources management policies are national
issues complete with vocal national, as well as local, constituencies.

Responding to changing rules, public involvement is encouraging the
political systems to adapt to mixes of new issues, new values, and new
clients. But there are limits. Public involvement should not and
cannot substitute for established political processes. It can and will
increase conflict. It should not encourage planners to think of them-
selves as elected representatives. However, it could also help define
new bases of consensus.

Given the high cost and potential increase in conflict--what is the
government interest? Although publi¢ involvement requires heavy plan-
ning costs early in the decisior making process, it can increase the
probability of eventual consensus and implementation. Although public
involvement will confront planners with problems they have no authority
to solve, those with that authority will have to exercise their
responsibility earlier in the decision process. Although public
involvement might support a new professional class of elite bitchers,
it also increases the risk to elected officials in avoiding issues. In
short, public involvement will help force the elected political system
to make political-legislative decisions now masquerading as adminis-
trative-planning decisions.

How Can the Government Know if it's Effective?

As planners, our plans should be useful, effective, and do-able.
However, evaluating federal programs is difficult.l® Thinking about
how planned projects affect a cross-section of society is also difficult.

60




One useful analogy is to view the government as producing goods and
services which are consumed by various publics.

A proposed consumer protection agency and required consumer protection
plans give considerable importance to this analogy. In fact, consumer
protection concepts have begun to blend with older public involvement

experiences. Recently, over two hundred federal emgloyees from eighty
agencies met im Washington to discuss this mixture. 6

The emergence of a service-oriented society is a common theme in the
futures literature.l? Such a society is likely to increase nonroutine
jobs and leisure time. New values will change emphasis on competing
water uses. For example, recreation use demands on water are Tikely
to increase with leisure time. New client-interest groups will make
demands on operation and maintenance of existing fiscal plants as well
as those being planned.

Increased operation and maintenance expense as a percentage of new
construction <is not simply a new spinoff of the projected service
society. It is a recurring historical phenomena. In fact, operating
and maintaining public works projects has often been observed as a
critical factor in rise and fall of civilizations.!8

Various cultural anthropologists, comparative historians, and political
scientists have found crucial links between the type of political/
social system and the way societies organize to use water.19 As
societies move from irrigation to navigation, population increases.
Political organization expands and centralizes to allocate public works
resources. However, ecological deterioration such as silting and
sedimentation along with rising operation and maintenance costs diminish
social willingness and ability to pay. As physical plant deteriorates,

population shifts and the sociocultural systems decay.

What society maintains is a critical social choice. In this Tight, the
planner is clearly a social change agent. However, since the implica-
tions are so vast, we are all clients using physical plant as well as
experts on what physical plant we need.

Public involvement offers one strategy to maintain the dynamic process
of operating facilities in the face of changing public needs. It is
one institutional mechanism by which government producers can gauge the
effectiveness of their services and proposed plans.

Also, public involvement will force more continuity onto projects over
time. Long lag times between planning-and construction and operations
can create the illusion of planning for one project, building another,
and operating a third. Once planning is done with serious public
involvement, building and operating decision environments will change.
Projects will have legacies of interest groups and other involvement
which cannot be avoided. Although actors and issues might change, the
commitment to public interaction cannot be avoided. In this sense,
public involvement will help create a more integrated, rather than
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fragmented, view of a project. Public involvement will become a
valuable record of project history. In the Corps' case, this will mean
new synergy among planning, engineering, construction, and operation
departments.

Such continuation of commitment is vital to responsive public works.
In being sensitive to changes over project history, we planners will
be in a better position to anticipate future public needs. While not
perfect, it is a start in confronting a critical planning problem:
What will future generations--the consumers of today's project--want
and need?

Although the literature refers to the feedback and/or monitoring

utility of public involvement, there are important Timits. For example,
how much freedom should be sacrificed to gain an equitable view of
social needs? The government interest in monitoring social needs is
good. But it should not become a license for citizen harassment.

How Can We Project Impacts of Plans?

Federal legislation and agency regulations are fraught with impact
assessment terminology.29 Holistic, interdisciplinary, cumulative, and
social effects assessment are common vocabulary in today's world of
water resources planning. In part, this is a realization that public
works progects are not simply distributive, but redistributive public
policies.?l As such, questions of justice and equity have renewed
importance.

How do we know if a project costs and benefits unduly favor or
discriminate against groups? Legally, the concept of unduly revolves
around some aspect of affected and interested parties' claims.2? Impact
assessment generally, and social impact assessment specifically, is
replete with attempts to objectively define distributional impacts.
However, unless we understand the perceptions of affected parties, both
our expectations of claims and our view of "unduly" are likely to be
inaccurate.

Losses and gains of impacted parties will be perceived relative to
other affected parties. It is not so much the absolute gain or loss as
the perceived relative deprivation that’is the key to projecting
claims.23 Even if a project demonstrates that each party gets more
benefit than cost calculations than others, not all will be gaining

equally.

Public involvement can provide the planner with insight to perceptions
of equal and/or nonequal gain or loss, Such insights will aid the
planners continued working relationship with the community. It can

also provide solid leads to effective and efficient mitigation of

uneven distribution. For example, the T.V.A. produces a social monitor-
ing report of ongoing construction at its Hartsville Power Project.2%
The Corps Seattle District is cost-sharing classroom construction
necessitated by construction-related impacts.2> The North Dakota REAP
monitoring program relies on local contact points for impact information
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supply.26 .In short, the qualitative public involvement insights are
critical to the more objective impact assessment efforts. As such,
public involvement can be used to do better social impact assessment.

How Can We Reconcile Regional Needs With Realities of Jurisdictional

Boundaries?

Upstream-downstream controversies are the familiar starting points in
illustrating conflicts in water resources development. Why should
downstream residents pay for upstream poliution? Will -an upstream
channelization transfer a flood problem to downstream? How much water
releases should the upstream city allow for downstream city in drought
situations? Who will use the upstream impoundment for recreation?
These and other such questions are familiar to water resources planners.

The national search for institutional solutions to be responsive to
both regional needs and jurisdictional interests is not limited to the
United States. In France, institutional arrangements incorporating
user groups, representative citizens, and water resources managers have
developed to regionally set and collect pollution fees. Britain .also
has reorganized water management supply along regional boundaries.?27

Internationally, the concept of mobilizing regionally defined
constituencies into larger societal institutions capable of affecting
resources allocation is at the heart of discussion on nation-building.?28
The concept of mobilizing cross-national impacted constituencies to
simultaneously affect various national administrative and planning
decisions is at the crux of the emerging transnational relations
field.29 Thinking that regionally defined functional needs will lead
to development of regional institutions has deep intellectual roots.
Nineteenth century functionalists clearly addressed this problem. 30
Adding public involvement to the argument recognizes that functional
need can only lead institutional change if it has firmly rooted citizen
support. :

The Federal and state governments have attempted to institutionally
deal with such problems through regional arrangements such as inter-
state compacts, Federal interstate commissions, interagency committees,
ad hoc coordinating committees, TVA, intrastate special districts, and
recent Title II, River Basin Commissions.3! From the 1808 Gallatin
report through the Newlands Commissions, Roosevelt and Truman Committee
to the Hoover Commission and Water Resources Council, coordination in
water resources planning has been'a recurrent theme.32  From nineteenth
century multiple objective legislative through the Green Book, A-47,
Senate Document 97, the Orange Book,to Principles and Standards, the
government has sought comprehensiveness in planning water resources
development.33

Continued interest in the parallel themes of comprehensiveness and
coordination are symptoms of the increasing discontinuity between water
resources social choice decisions and jurisdictional boundaries.3% In
this 1ight, public involvement is often viewed as a way of mobilizing
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a regionally affected constituency which cuts across state, local, and
even international jurisdictional boundaries.3% By offering new
opportunities for interested parties to interact, public involvement
will encourage a broader spectrum of costs to be articulated, a more
comprehensive trade-off analysis among alternatives, and increased
regional plan acceptance by institutions and people within a region.
PubTlic involvement then becomes another strategy in the tradition of
encouraging comprehensive and coordinated water resources planning.

PubTic involvement plays several roles in encouraging such synthesis.
For example, public involvement can help sensitize regional plans to
community impacts, thus helping close a difficult micro-macro gap in
planning methods.3® It will sensitize planners to special strategies
and needs of Tocally impacted people and thus suggest mitigation.
approaches. By bringing Tocal volunteer and interest groups into a
regional dialogue, overall citizen planner information exchange can be

improved.

Given resources and time constraints required, none of these outcomes
will be accomplished without clearly defining public involvement goals.
Much of the water resources Titerature, as well as actual programs,

are vague about what public involvement should accomplish. Broadly
speaking, regional public involvement can be viewed having data genera-
ting, evaluation, and/or broad service-oriented goals. Data generating
goals refer to such activities as defining public perceptions of regional
needs, issues, and goals. Evaluation generally involves identification
of alternative action, impact location, ‘and potential social reaction.
The public service goals of participation can include things such as
representing the public, acting as a "surrogate" public sounding board,
aiding public acceptance of, and consensus for, a regional plan.37

Numerous techniques are available and are being developed to accomplish
these goals. They can be broadly classified in the following "cate-
gories:" organizational, field work, simulation, expert paneling,
survey work, base 1ine data generation, and legal-political. Organiza-
tion techniques, among others, include citizen advisory groups,
technology assessment, monitoring systems, and ombudsmen. Field work
includes such techniques as participant observation, multiple field
offices, workshops, and demonstrations projects. Simulation includes
gaming, role playing, and mute court type techniques. Expert paneling
refers to brainstorming, Delphi, and policy-capturing techniques. Base
line data generation can use election data returns, census, geo-coding,
secondary and primary survey analysis. Legal-political techniques
involve such things as voting, referendums, and campaign platforming.

Although the above typology offers one route to conceptualizing public
involvement techniques, it illustrates an important point. Numerous
public involvement goals and techniques are available to the regional
planner. The critical problem for the planner is to match techniques
to goals.
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The Corps Sacramento District's San Pedro Creek study is a good example
of how public involvement techniques can be molded into a strategy

built on specified public involvement goals. Public workshops, a

Citizen Advisory group, citizen information bulletins, and feedback
questionnaire techniques were phased throughout the planning. The public
involvement program actually generated new alternatives. It encouraged
creative synthesis of these alternatives and produced a workable solution.
This was done with relatively little expense and little sacrifice to
planning time schedule.38

Beyond technique, the type of decision will impact public involvement
goals. In general, regulatory decision making is primarily concerned
with evaluating goals such as alternative identification, impact loca-
tion, and social reaction. Long-term government planning, while con-
cerned with evaluation, is more likely to be involved with the goals of
data generation on regional needs, issues, and goals. Short-term-imple-
mentation planning is likely to focus more on service goals such as
plan acceptance and representation. Nevertheless, what ever typology
is most useful, the critical point remains. For public involvement

to help regional planning adjust to jurisdictional boundaries--form
should follow function in designing a public involvement program.

CONCLUSIONS

Perhaps the preceding discussion can be summed up with the following
thoughts:

1. Public involvement is not a technique, but a strategy, approach
or philosophy. There is no "one way" to do public involvement.
Avoid the technique-looking-for-application syndrome. What works
one place will not always work some place else. Anyway, it is not
the technique as much as the people and their attitude who employ
the technique that is important.

2. Public involvement does not substitute for the representative
political process. In fact, it cannot be useful without comple-
menting that process. However, public involvement will impact
that political process.

3. No one public involvement program can claim to have "represented”
the people. No planner should allow a public involvement program
exclusive sovereignty over his (her) interpretation of the public
will. However, it can be used to show competing views of that
will.

4. Public involvement is not a panacea. More conflict will be
generated; new time allocations and resource commitment will be
required. But remember, it is not the question, "How much will
public involvement cost?" but "Can we do anything at all without
it?" that is more relevant.
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Think of the positive contributions of public involvement--How
can it supplement and improve other technical efforts? How will
it make my decisions better?

Once started, be honest. Public involvement based on false
assumptions and expectation of clever cooptation will be disas-
trous. Whether your efforts are honest can only be judged by
you and your participants.

The goals of your public involvement program and the roles of
participants must be clearly defined.

Be prepared to accept and implement decisions of participants.

Just be clear on what types of decisions both you and participants

in the public involvement program should be making.
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Introduction to Section II:

PRINCIPLES FOR STRUCTURING PUBLIC
INVOLVEMENT PROGRAMS

This section provides guidance on basic principles that can direct the
stru¢turing of public involvement programs.

The article by Ann Widditsch provides the simple direct suggestions of a
practitioner coping with a sometimes dpparently insurmountable task with
common sense and intelligence.

In his second selection in this reader, A. Bruce Bishop uses communica-
tions theory as a basis for approaching the design of public involve-
ment programs. He makes the important points that everyone has member-
ship in multiple publics, and the credibility of information depends as
much on the credibility of the source as on the content of the message.
Finally he emphasizes that there are different communications tasks dur-
i?g public involvement, each requiring different approaches and method-
ologies.

Effective public involvement requires not only changes in the planning
process, but a shift in the role of agency leaders from decision makers

to creators of decision-making process. The article by James L. Creighton
describes the impact of unilateral decision making upon the public, and
suggests that in the long run mutual problem solving can be more econom-

ical and efficient.

In the early part of the decade, many of us who were working to intro-
duce public involvement into planning continued to run up against con-
straints imposed by the planning process being used by the agencies.
Leonard Ortolano's paper describes a planning process, which was sub-
sequently employed in a demonstration study, that attempted to eliminate
many of these constraints. Many of the ideas expressed in this article
were subsequently incorporated into the Corps of Engineers' planning
process.

Both Leonard Ortolano and James R. Hanchey contributed to the formula-
tion of a new Corps of Engineers planning process. In his second article,
Hanchey describes a process by which the planner can design public .in-
volvement so that it is an integral and related part of the planning
process. This article is actually a chapter from one of the earliest
public involvement manuals produced by any agency.

Creighton's article is an expansion of the kind of thought process de-

scribed in Hanchey's article, and provides a structured approach to de-
signing public involvement programs.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EFFECTIVE
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

by Ann Widditsch

I cannot answer the question on how citizen participation
can be best achieved. As yet no one has come up with an
answer to that question. It is obvious that citizen par--
ticipation is a difficult thing to motivate until someone
is adversely affected, then they come out in droves . . .

From a written comment by
a King County participant

The following suggestions are based primarily on experiences conducting

workshops for the Puget Sound and Adjacent Waters study. [This was a

very large study developing a regional plan for the entire Puget Sound
area. Leadership for the study was provided by a task force including
representatives of the affected counties and relevant state and Federal

agencies. The need for broader public involvement was not recognized

until late in the study when the author was retained to set up the work-

shops discussed in this article.]

Start early, plan carefully, know what you want, be f]exibTe

Many of the problems with the Puget Sound workshops grew out of their
lateness in the study and the short time available to initiate them. One
such problem was convincing people that the workshops could affect the
plan after the study was essentially completed. Ensuring broad participa-
tion, encouraging thorough review of the limited number of copies of the
study documents, and inducing productive ideas and useful interchange were
all made more difficult by lack of time.

Public participation should be an intimate part of planning throughout,
not just at the end, or from time to time. The call for public involve-
ment throughout the planning process has become a cliche (in this paper as

Reprinted from: IWR Report 72-2. Widditsch, Ann, "Public Workshops on
the Puget Sound and Adjacent Waters Study: An Evaluation," U.S. Army
Engineers Institute for Water Resources, Fort Belvoir, Virginia, 1972.
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elsewhere), but whether the call will be answered effectively remains to
be seen. As one of the King County workshop participants wrote,

. . . Citizen participation can best be achieved with the
realization that participation cannot be channeled to flow only
at specific instances and that government must be responsive to
citizen input to make that or any input credible. Citizen input
and participation is where you find it. Citizens will only
become part of the procedure when they realize they have a defi-
nite stake in what is happening, and not before.

Public participation should be part of the program, planned for and
budgeted for from the beginning of the study. It must be understood to be
a continuing activity, and those running the program must be committed to
the idea and its value. People must be convinced that what they say and
do can make a difference in the final results; otherwise, they may be
unwilling to participate in a productive manner. A continuing process will
help accommodate changing ideas over time and will help bring the planners
and the public along together.

Before the first workshop, advisory committee meeting, or public meeting,
planners should decide what they expect to get from public participation,
how they propose to get it, and what will be done with it. One or more
persons should have responsibility for the public participation program,
probably persons not involved in the actual study (though well informed
about it)! Such a person would advise on the public impact of the study

throughout.

Provision for schedule slippage should be built into plans. Everything
always takes longer than it should, and planners might as well be .prepared.
The Puget Sound Task Force had much too short a time to deal with the work-
shop results before the public hearings. And the, perhaps subconscious,
expectation that the results would be neat and easy to summarize was a
miscalculation. The time constraint meant that there was little time to
make mistakes and Tearn from experience--there was no opportunity for feed-
back. Plans for public involvement should be flexible and reviewed
frequently, so that planners can benefit from experience and change plans,
if necessary.

A reasonable public involvement procedure is for experts to lay out
alternatives in broad outlines at the first public meetings in various
places, with widespread publicity and appropriate written material avail-
able. After the experts and technicians have heard from the public,
organizations and governmental bodies, they can begin discussing different
ways of reaching public goals. Subsequent meetings with the public can ’
discuss alternatives and gradually narrow objectives. The whole planning
process must display the alternatives clearly, so people understand the
choices before them. A1l this should increase the probability of public

acceptance of the plan in the end.

It may seem unfair, but the primary responsibility for effective public
participation is the government's, not the citizen's. The government
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has the money, the staff, and the time, and can hire the needed talent.
(Government people who feel they lack these things should make a realistic
comparison of their resources with the citizens.)

The workshop coordinator, Mr. Dennis Lundblad of the Water Resources Branch,
Washington State Department of Ecology, agreed substantially with these
conclusions.

In a speech in Des Moines, Iowa, Mr. Lundblad stated:

Start public participation early; seek to budget for it well
in advance; plan to include all who are willing; build 1in
clear guidance for participation; strive hard for a cross-
section of interests; and keep people's interest alive. Plan
to spend extra time--and patience--to consider and use ideas
that people take time to develop . . .

Finally, the first step in gaining truly useful participation
both from the standpoint of good public relations as well as
obtaining valuable information, is to fully educate partici-
pants on the purpose and scope of the job at hand. No amount
of repeating can ever substitute for a clear and complete set
of ground rules at the beginning of the process. That process
is called public involvement, but it is clearly the obligation
of all government to assure that it is informed public involve-
ment. '

Mr. Sydney Steinborn, the Corps of Eng1neers representat1ve on the Task
Force, also agreed. In a similar speech given in Des Moines he stated:

. . we should: (1) keep the public fully informed and
participating during the entire study--and we should leave a good
record of this effort; (2) we should operate in <a manner that
surfaces as many ideas as possible; (3) we should operate to
permit and encourage citizen contribution to the study process;
(4) we should do all this in a very visible way as citizen par-
ticipants want to be seen, and visibility can help compromises

to be worked out Tocally rather than deferred to our traditional
arenas of compromise, the State or Federal legislature; (5) and
always we should remember our responsibility to furnish our
bosses--usually an elected official or someone appointed by an
elected official--a recommendation for action or inaction articu-
lated in a manner that can readily be translated by that official
to .the electorate.

Achieving these goals will require thorough planning and a good
deal of finesse. It will also cost money--in the Corps we
estimate this cost at between 25 percent and 40 percent of the
study effort, and we are beginning to budget on that basis.”*

*(IWR note: The overall Corps program is evolutionary at this time, and no
firm or representative data is available on costs. However, tentative indi-
cations from other sources lead to expectation of lower percentages.)
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Remember, too, that public participation in the planning
process is not likely to be a routine affair--it can and will
be wild and disorganized, discomfiting and discouraging--

but always informative if you keep your eyes and ears open.

Know whd is doing what

Responsibilities and lines of authority must be clear to all. The entity
having primary responsibility for public involvement should arrange for
meeting places, send out notices, get publicity, and take care of follow-
up and any other attendant activities. If responsibility, or part of it,
is given to someone else, as was the case with the Puget Sound workshops,
enough money and time to do the job well should go with the responsibility.

A citizens advisory committee which would serve throughout a study, with broader
public meetings or workshops scheduled at intervals, could be effective. A
citizens committee alone may tend to become too much the voice of the affluent,
respectable and interested. But such a committee as part of the effort could
provide continuity, and could have as one of its missions the involvement of
other citizens. Committee members must be recruited, not just invited. A real
campaign may be needed to get some of the most useful people. Such a committee
should be a representative cross section in all ways, including geographical.
Prospective committee members should be given a realistic idea of the amount of
work involved--the group will not be an honorary, status list.

An existing voluntary group like the League of Women Voters could be used
to help organize and conduct meetings like the Puget Sound workshops, but
if this is contemplated, negotiations should start very early, as such
groups need a lot of lead time. The Snohomish County Planning Department
even suggested that citizens be included on planning teams themselves for
future comprehensive plans. Any of these suggestions could help improve
the credibility of the end product.

Some way should be devised to pass on what is learned from experience.
Those who are involved in conducting the meetings could get together and
exchange ideas. A written manual or checklist of what to do could be
written and distributed. However, it should never be assumed that people
will necessarily follow written directions. -~There must also be continuous
personal contact between the planners and the public involvers. Briefing
sessions before meetings and critique sessions afterwards could be helpful.

Provide useful information

Appropriate written material must be available. Documents produced by a
planning agency are often not suitable for review and understanding by
most people. Early publication of short pamphlets or booklets would be
helpful, as well as constant scrutiny of the planning documents by a lay-
oriented interpreter who could help bring out the points that people are
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really concerned about. A digest of lengthy material may well be enough
for most people, but those who are really anxious to study the complete

documents should be encouraged to do so. The formal governmental review
process should not prevent people from seeing plans in the making.

People working on the study should come to meetings prepared to explain
what they are doing and why. Even if the best person to answer a specific
question is not there, people are reassured to see that real live human
beings are doing the work. A telephone number to call (without toll, if
possible) for answers to questions would be helpful.

Maps, displays, slides or films may be useful. But they should not make
the study look so finished that people will think that the conclusions
have already been reached and that they will have no chance to change them
(as was the case with the printed appendices of the Puget Sound study).

Visual material may not necessarily be more effective than appropriate
written material. The flow chart of the Puget Sound study seemed a good
idea, but turned out to be confusing. A1l informational materials should

be carefully thought through with the help of the public participation staff,
and should be changed or abandoned if experience proves them ineffective.

Work for broad participation

Every effort must be made to assure attendance of persons known to be
interested in water resources and public affairs including, for example,
those from farm groups, chambers of commerce, garden clubs, improvement
clubs, public utilities, labor unions, industries, conservation and environ-
mental organizations, students and other young people, and governmental
agencies. Participation by minority groups is highly desirable but difficult
to achieve--another area in which active recruitment is necessary. Special
efforts may be made to get participation from persons felt to be most
valuable, but the impression should never be given that other people are not
welcome. If there is a citizens advisory committee, members should not be
so expert or so talkative that they overwhelm the other citizens:

Public officials and civil servants should take part, but also should not
overwhelm the group, either by their numbers or their expertise. Public
officials should come to watch the performance of their staff people.
Ways to maintain interest throughout the study should be devised, so that
participants keep coming--and new participants. are attracted.

Make meetings convenient

Times and places should be convenient and suitable for the general public
in the area. In most communities, weekday evenings are best, but custom
may be different and should rule. Meetings should be scheduled reasonably
far in advance. The meeting place should be centrally located in the
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geographical area, easy to find, and comfortable--or at least not forbidding.
Gathering around a table is ideal; sitting in a sloped amphitheatre or a
formal court room far from ideal. : _

Get lots of publicity

Individual notices (specific and simply written) should be mailed to all known
interested people. They should be encouraged to invite their friends and
associates. Everything should make the gatherings sound welcoming and open

to all. Those who are not really interested will drop out anyhow. If there
is an information bulletin, it should be clear, nontechnical, and interesting,
Notices should be sent "address correction requested" so that address changes
will be learned. One individual should have responsibility for developing-
and maintaining a mailing list.

The chairman, coordinator, or someone on the public participation staff must
have time and appropriate contacts to get publicity in local newspapers
(including weeklies) and on radio and TV. He should talk to the press in
all the major towns, including radio and TV. This will take time, but good
relations with the press will pay dividends for a long time.

If at all possible, people should be called about meetings--especially the
most needed people. The results will be worth the effort. Busy people do
not always read their mail, and a personal call adds motivation even when the
notice is seen.

Other possible ways to get publicity and maintain or increase interest
include: getting the news into newsletters of organizations, posting
notices, using advertising, publishing a newsletter, or sending out various
other types of written material.

There should be an effort to get publicity throughout the study and public
participation process. Controversy will help--it may be uncomfortable, but
it will keep people interested and coming.

Be organized, but informal

Some sort of organization should be set up at the first meeting. One or
more prospects for chairman can be lined up in advance, and if the group
does not immediately organize itself, one of these people can volunteer.

The job need not be difficult, and it helps assure continuity. A citizen

is probably best as chairman. He or she should not be expected to do the-
staff legwork, like mailings and telephoning. That is what makes it hard to
get chairmen! o

Meetings should be run informally, but moderated in a businesslike way,
without technical jargon, intimidation, or defensiveness. The purpose and
expected results of the meeting or series of meetings should be clearly
defined each time. The atmosphere should be that everyone is pooling
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knowledge and experience to work constructively for a common goal.
Everyone's contribution should be welcomed, as long as he lets others

have their say. Any presentations by staff or invited experts should be
dynamic. There should be no unnecessary rules about whether comments are
to be in spoken or written form--or anything else. If the group is large,
consideration should .be given to breaking into smaller groups with discus-
sion Teaders--who might then need some training. The major points raised
should be reviewed at the end of each meeting.

There should always be an attendance sheet at each meeting, with space for
names, addresses, telephone numbers and affiliations. The list should be
made availablé to all participants. Name tage may be helpful, as may a
blackboard or bulletin board. - ‘ '

Report conclusions adequately

People should be encouraged to write down what they think. It will be more
organized if they have taken time to think it over and summarize it, and

it is easier to deal with. It can be read back or distributed to the

group for further comment (with the writer's permission). But, in addition,
somebody should take full notes of all the meetings to capture the flavor
and make sure that no useful information escapes.

Unanswered questions

Giving advice, like the foregoing, is intoxicating. There is just one
little problem about it: Will it work? Many questions, some of which
appear below, remain unanswered. B

Inducing public involvement is not an exact science, and there will be much
trial and error in devising methods for it. As Johannes Kurz of the Puget
Sound Governmental Conference said in his King County workshop comment:

Procedures for meaningful citizen participation and for the
involvement of local government in the planning of federal and
state public works projects, such as highways, dams, power
plants, river and shoreline corrections, have yet to be devel-
oped. o ’

Allvreébmmendationsvmust be regarded as tentativé; Mr. Kurz goes on to
say: v '

| A]so, funding by the project sponsok of these participatory
efforts will have to be established in order to enable local
agencies with their limited resources to allocate an adequate

amount of manpower.

If Tocal governments are to review lengthy planning documents of other
governments, and contribute to them, should they get money to pay for the
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time of the staff that will do the reviewing, and other expenses? If not,
how does it get paid for?

If the public is expected to come to meetings and spend time reviewing such
plans, who pays for working people to take necessary time off work, or for

out-of-pocket expenses 1ike babysitting and parking fees? Should planners

continue to depend on people who can afford this activity to represent the

entire public? Should citizens, perhaps, even be compensated for the time

spent on such projects, or would this destroy their independent status?

One participant had an interesting idea. He said:

I've lived here for 27 years, and-1 haven't been a citizen.

I want to be . . .I didn't come here because I'm interested
in planning, but because I'm interested in what kind of Tife
I'm going to have . . .We should set up a system so we get a

day a month off the job to be a citizen.

How should the ideas of different people and groups be weighed? Dennis
Lundblad commented on this problem in his Des Moines speech:

. . . how to seek consensus on various projects and programs
being considered in planning. Whether or not to weigh comments
and preferences continually arises as a question from planning
agencies as well as the public. If weights are not assigned,
then the next question is the consideration that should be

given to often opposing views. Planners consider this situation
as one when both views should be shown along with the conse-
quences of each. However, with the variety of attitudes and
preferences available from a broad public cross-section, new
methods of treatment are needed. "What are you going to do with
all the ideas and comments?" was a common question from workshop

participants.

Who does or should speak for the various parts of the population or interest
groups: blacks, Indians, farmers, sportsmen? How does the would-be public
involver know? How does he bring in those who are reluctant to get involved,
but whose views are needed, 1ike some of the above mentioned minorities?

How should the views of local people be wetghed against the interests of the
whole state or Nation, as in the Nisqually Delta or North Cascades National
Park controversies? What about, for example, a dam on the Middle Fork of
the Snoqualmie River, desired for flood control by many local people, but
opposed by some nearby city dwellers (and some Tocal people) because it will
drown a free-flowing stretch of river? One King County workshop comment

on this particular question was:

Flood storage projects for the Snogualmie River may have been
"locally" reviewed, but the real base of interest in this
project is regional, at least. At this time, a truly broad
exposure must be insisted upon. This would call for full dis-
closure in the press and on television, with Tocal review groups
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being given up to a year to thoroughly evaluate and respond
to the overall plan.

Even if a plan like that suggested above is carried out, what mechanism
can be devised for resolving such conflicts? Who will decide what is
really in the public interest? It cannot be done by merely using cost-
benefit ratios, nor even environmental impact statements. How does this
fit into the political process, or does it? Referenda on all such issues
would be impractical. (For one thing, who would get to vote?) If our
government were working the way it is supposed to, would we need public
involvement in planning?

How can interest in a plan or project be kept alive over the long period
of planning? With every agency competing for citizens, the minority who
can and will participate will be worn out with going to meetings about
highways, parks, dams, schools, and other projects and plans. The process
will also wear out the planners and public officials. Even when citizens
maintain their interest, there is much turnover because people move away,
change jobs, have babies, start or finish school, grow up, get sick or
die. How can continuity be maintained?

How can electronic media be used to inform the public and get feedback
from it? One King County participant suggested:

Community awareness time should be made available by TV and
radio for presentation of things that would be bettered by
community involvement. This type exposure, coupled with work-
shop input at both early and mid-study points, could introduce
more meaningful citizen participation.

How can the public keep control of the specialists it has hired? What
happens when they disagree? The public may trust an engineer to decide
how to build a dam, but not to decide whether to build one. The public
‘should make this decision, but how? And citizens need to influence plan-
ning early enough so that their only option is not just to say yes or no.
How can planners ask the right questions to get the answers they need from
the public?

These questions, among others, will provide further adventures in public
participation in p]ann1ng in the years ahead.

Upon reflection, I find 1ittle in the workshop experience to change the
opinions expressed in my first paper on the Puget Sound workshops. I am
still convinced that:

. People will no Tonger quietly accept massive changes in

their personal environment, or that of a group or minority,
without having had--and feeling they have had--a substantial
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role in the planning process . . . even though there may not
necessarily be tangible good results from the workshops,
tangible bad results can probably be expected if they are not
held . . . Workshops must be held, they must be carefully
planned and executed, and their results must be taken into
account before the Puget Sound and Adjacent Waters study is
made final.

The workshops were held. They were far from perfect, but many people
worked hard on them, produced worthwhile results, and learned something
about public involvement in planning. I am glad I was able to be there.
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COMMUNICATION IN THE PLANNING PROCESS

by A. Bruce Bishop

INTRODUCTION

A growing concern about the use and alTocation of natural resources along
with the demand of more and more citizens to participate in resource
planning decisions has created an atmosphere in which improved communica-
tion between the public and the Corps of Engineers, as an agency responsible
for resources management, becomes increasingly important. Poor communica-
tion and general misunderstanding by the involved parties in a particular
study can produce conflict which may become detrimental to both the public
interest and the Corps.

Significant changes in social values have taken place during the past years
creating problems between the public and various agencies, including the Corps,
and agencies find themselves as coordinators and arbiters among groups with
different ideas, goals and values. Some of these groups have existed and dealt
with the Corps for many years. However, others are relatively new and may be
associated with some of the various social and environmental movements which

have become popular during the past decade. The various publics affected by

the work of the Corps, covering the broad spectrum of the various social, economic
and environmental groups, need to be informed about studies and to, have an oppor-
tunity to participate in the planning through effective opportunities for com-
munication.

The importance of the communications role of government agencies is
underscored in a study by Bohlen and Beal (1957). They state that:

In all stages (of the adoption process) the complexity of the
idea is related to the choice of sources (of information). The
more complex the idea, the greater is the tendency to rely on
government agencies.

This fact would seem to reinforce the importanece of the Corps of Engineers
(or any government agency) developing and maintaining a highly efficient
information program to communicate with the public if the agency's mission
is to be accomplished. The Corps authroities and studies need to be

Reprinted from: Review Draft, A. Bruce Bishop, "Structuring Communications
Programs for Public Participation in Water Resources Planning," U.S. Army
Engineer Institute for Water Resources, Fort Belvoir, Virginia, 1974.
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The Publics

explained and information provided for members of interest groups and the
public as a whole. At the same time, the Corps needs to better understand
the publics that they are trying to serve, so that the needs and values of
the various publics can be incorporated into plans. Improved communication
is the key to accomplishing these aims. If communication is to be improved,
a planner must be able to critically examine the efficiency and effective-
ness of his communications during the planning process. A framework for
the analysis of communications, adapted from Laswell's (1948) succinct
description, is presented in Figure 1 below.

WHO What issu€s are important to whom, when?

Who wants to know what, when? (Issue specific)

——SAYS WHAT T

HOW > What is comrmunicated, to whom, how
(processes and techniques)?

The Information

——TO WHOM

WITH WHAT

. cati p )
EFFECT Communication had what effect on whom?

Figure 1. A Description of Communications

Some of the considerations in using this description as a basis for
analysis of communications, requirements and effectiveness in planning
are presented in Table 1. Types of analyses noted are those commonly used
in communications investigation. In relating Laswell's key elements of
communication more specifically to water resources planning, this chapter
is developed in three sections:

1. Identification of Publics: The Who and to Whom
2. Communication Processes: The How
3. Information and Content: The What and Effects

If the planner conscientibus]y addresses these questions in developing
communications programs, better public participation in planning studies
should result. ‘ -
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TABLE 1.

ANALYSIS OF COMMUNICATIONS FUNCTIONS

Model
Function

Type of
Analysis

- Components

WHO

Control
Participation

-
—

Identification of parties involved
at phases of planning process.

SAYS
WHAT

Message
content

1., Issue analysis

2. Message analysis relevant to
issues (a) information, (b)
persuasion, (c) requests in-
quiries, (d) attacks or
accusations, (e) demands.

IN WHICH

CHANNEL

Media

1. Encoding of message (Semantic
Noise)
a. Written--Technical vs.
Layman's language
b. Graphical & pictorial forms
c. Verbal forms
d. Mass media

2. Transmitting Device (Mechanical
Noise)
a. Written forms (reports, letters,
press).
b. Mass media (I'V, newspapers)
c. Group contact forms
d. Individual contact forms.

ke

TO WHOM

Audience

1. Frame of reference

2. Social context

WITH WHAT
EFFECT

Effect

1. Interpretive response
a. Promote understanding?
b. Disrupt understanding?

2. Communication Goal: Produce
rational decisions. Hence, did
communication tend to:

a. Reduce conflict?’
b. Produce conflict?
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IDENTIFICATION OF PUBLICS: THE WHO AND TO WHOM

Perhaps the most elusive aspect of "public participation" is the publics
themselves. Yet, communication in water resources planning cannot be
independent of the characteristics of the "public,* The general public
cannot be considered as one body. The public is diffuse, but at the same
time highly segmented into interest groups, geographic communities and -
individuals. There are sets or groups of "publics" that have common goals,
ideals, and values. Any one person may belong to several different sets of
these publics since they may be professionally, socially or politically
oriented. The Venn diagram, Figure 2, illustrates the overlapping of some
of these groups, and the fact that an individual may identify with one, a
combination of two, or all three of the groups. Two significant points
may be drawn from this in terms of communication.

1. Individuals are likely associated with various social,
economic and cultural orientations from which he draws his
information and structures his values.

2. Multiple association thus allows the opportunity for
multiple access to individuals as participants, clients
or critics in a planning process.

The key questions in identification of the publics then are: Who are the
"publics" that should be involved? and, How can the planner pinpoint them
so he can direct some of his efforts toward them? These questions are
difficult to answer in view of the continual flux of the planning process.
One thing is sure--the "wait for the public to come to us" approach will
not produce effective communication and participation. The agency needs
to engage in an aggressive program to draw out public interests relevant
to planning problems. To do this requires a framework for identifying
publics that goes well beyond working with particular special interest or
client groups. Elements for developing such a framework are organized in
Figure 3, indicating an identification of participants according to issues
and interests and their relation to the study. The matrix illustrates a
cross-categorization along two important lines. The first breaks out the
groups that have organized along the lines of common interests and issues
presently existing within the social and political structure. The second
identifies the "publics" relation to the planning study, whether affected
by the problem and/or proposed solutions, and in what way. Categorizing
publics within this schema is paramount to understanding and recognizing
the roles and interests that various groups and individuals will play in

a planning study. Circular No. 1165-2-11 from the Office of the Chief

of Engineers, dated May 28, 1971, states the following:

Water resources development impacts broadly on people with
different philosophies and points of view and on plans, pro-
grams and aspirations of other agencies, groups, organiza-
tions, and individuals. Public participation must reflect
this broad impact. Every effort must be made to identify and
bring into the process influential groups and independent
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Public

Doctors

Rotar-
ians

“nvironment;
alists

‘a4

SE4

Figure 2.

Persons who are Doctors and Rotarians
] Persons who are Doctors and Invironmentalists

\\\\ Persons who are Rotarians and Environmentalists

Jwt  Fersons who are Doctors, Rotarians, and

Fnvironmenta lists

Example of Multiple Public Association
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individuals (those who do or can significantly influence
decisions as well as those who can actually make them).
Local, regional, and national aspects should be considered.
The working 1ist of independent individuals, groups, and
organizations should be continuously reviewed and updated
as studies progress.

This advice is of prime importénce. Since public participation is

essentially a social communication process, without the identification of
the publics involved in this process it cannot operate effectively.

Considerations in Identification of Publics

Identification of publics is an effort to determine who will be communicating
in the planning study. This entails not only an inventory of various
agencies, organizations, individuals and influentials, but also some pic-
ture of the institutional structure in the study area. Publics can include
governmental officials, both elected and nonelected.. Nonelected officials
will include those working within other operating agencies. Organized
groups existing within the region should also be inventoried. Those groups
with special interests related to the existing problem and potential solu-
tions will be fairly obvious. However, groups, clubs and organizations
including lodges, civic groups, educational groups, religious groups or
organizations, neghborhood groups, professional groups, unions, and any
other groups with which persons in the area may become associated should all
be considered. In identifying publics, considerations to be kept in mind
relating to identification are:

1. Identification Needed for Each Study.

Efforts should be made when identifying the "publics" which may
become involved in the planning process to consider both those
with whom the agency has previously dealt and those with whom
working relations will be needed for the efficacy and effective-
ness of a particular study.

2. Identification Continues Throughout Planning Process.

Identification of publics should be made not only at the outset
of the study, but throughout all phases of the planning process.

3. Recognition of Potential for Voluntary Organizations.

The potential for the formation of voluntary organizations should
be kept in mind as publics are identified. These groups may
either favor or oppose potential solution to the problem or may
be formed for other reasons related to the study. As an aid in
determining if such voluntary groups may develop, planners can
Took at both the beneficial and adverse effects of the problem on
various segments of the public in general. This can include
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individual citizens or groups who may not have already expressed
their preferences through, or participated in, the types of
groups or organizations mentioned earlier. The beneficial and
adverse effects should not be limited to economic benefits or
jmpacts. Individual citizens and groups that may be affected by
the proposed solutions, and users and nonusers of potential
solutions, are other categories of individuals and groups that
may lead to voluntary associations.

4. Recognition of Change of Public Participating Over Time.

The planner must also be aware that identification of publics has
the dimension of participation through time. At the onset of
planning, a certain segment of the public will have an interest in
participating. These are usually people or groups that: (1) have
participated in the past; (2) are affected by a problem; or, (3)
will be affected by a possible solution to the problem. Circle A
in Figure 4 (a) indicates this identified portion of the public.

As planning progresses, some of those identified do not participate,
while some previously unidentified publics will identify themselves.
Circle B in Figure 4 (b) illustrates those who are participating
after the process has progressed for some time. Looking forward
into time, there will always be those who may not be identified

who may come into the process. This is shown by Circle C in Figure
4 (c). Hence, the planner must be prepared to communicate with
three sets of publics: (1) those that can be identified and will
participate, (2) those that become identified as the process pro-
gresses, and (3) those that will be identified in the future. Thus,
of the publics initially identified by the agency, some will follow
through, others will drop out, and some previously unidentified
interests will enter the arena of participation. Indeed, contro-
versies in resource planning have often occurred as a result of new
participants entering at the end of the process in opposition to
proposed actions. Many of thesé difficulties might be averted if
the agency had a clairvoyant on its staff. Personnel with this
qualification being hard to come by, three other approaches can be
taken: (1) actively seek out and engage at the outset of a study

a broad and representative range or public interests; (2) keep as
much flexibility in the process for as long as possible, insofar

as selecting a plan or recommending action; and, (3) document the
process and the public inputs relating to alternatives and impacts
studied.

Summarizing these points suggests that certain interest groups may choose
not to participate, while others will be adamant about being included in
everything. As a general rule, the agency should provide the opportunity
for all to participate. The publics may choose to respond or not to respond.
It is their prerogative. But the agency should make the choice available.
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Publics

Identified
publics

Publics

Initially
unidentified

Figure 4. A Temporal Perspective of Identification of Publics
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COMMUNICATIONS PROCESSES: THE HOW

The "how" of public involvement in the planning process is essentially

the application of appropriate communications methods and techniques to
engage the participation of the target groups. This section will describe
the general framework for communications. The purpose of this discussion
is to provide some insight into the functional elements of communication
so that specific methods and techniques can be viewed within a systematic
context. - :

Elements of Communication

The basic elements of ‘communication may be represented by the simple v
communications model (abstracted from Shannon, 1941; Schram, 1971; Berlo,
1960; and Willeke, 1974b. An excellent review of communications theory
may be found in Kahle and Lee, 1974) shown in Figure 5.

MESSAGE - "Whagr

27

T'o Whom

""Who!! :
——— MEDIUM Communicator
Communicator "How!" (Public)
(Planner) Tﬂo"
"To Whom!

MEggaGE "What'

Figure 5. Elements of Communication

Identification of those who should communicate in planning has, of course,
been discussed in the previous section. The mechanism by which communica-
tion actually takes place is determined by the participants through their
selection of message, i.e., the information content of communication, and
the format, method and techniques by which the message will be "trans-
mitted." Effective communication requires not only the dissemination of
information, say from planner to public, but also for many purposes, the
opportunity to complete the loop through feedback, say from public to
planner.
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Factors Affecting Communication

It should be noted that there are a number of possible disturbances in
communications which can hamper effectiveness. These factors may be
conveniently considered in two groups:

1.

Frame of Reference. The idea of frame of reference is particularly

- important to the planner in developing a communication program for a

study. As Figure 6 illustrates, parties A and B interacting in a
communications setting have different frames of reference or experience
that they br1ng to the planning process. The area "M" represents a
commonality in A's and B's frames of reference in which they can com-
municate effectively with one another. The task of the planner is to
familiarize himself with the background and reference frame of various
participants, then structure his message and utilize media which exploit
the commonalities of the participants' experience and roles.

/ . A \
M \
B

4 |

. M |

2
/
A . M

A ™ L7

~ _Social environment, situations and relations _

Figure 6. Communication Within Common Reference Frame

Noise. Types of noise in communication are classified into two groups:
as semantic noise, associated with putting information into written,

oral or graphic message forms: and mechanical noise, associated with
the medium for transmission, such as mass media, meet1ngs, etc.

Figure 7 illustrates how communications noise may arise.

91




Message type:
Information
—~—————— Intended Message Persuas1?n . .

r— Request/inquiries
AESSAGE thjlc;I:lz/saccusatmns
== —

FORMAT Written Forms

Technical language

. . Layman's language
Semantic noise —— ym guag

Graphical/Pictorial Forms

Verbal
MEDIUM T

—

Written Forms (other than mass)

Mass Media Forms
TV
Newspaper/Magazines
Mechanical noise=- Radio

Group Contact Forms

Individual Contact Forms

Interpretive
Response
(feedback)

Perceived Message (Interpretation)

Figure 7. Forms of Noise in Communications

Since communications effectiveness is conditioned to an extent by the
message form and media used for transmission, the use of multiple message
formats and media to transmit the same information increases the oppor-
tunity to convey a complete message, and also the 1ikelihood that the
message will be received. From the standpoint of the communicators, the
process of interpretive responses gives the key as to how problems of noise
are overcome. Basically, this is accomplished through feedback on the
messages between the communicators. This is illustrated in the diagram of
Figure 8, where f; represents feedback to the planner by observing his own
message; and f, represents the feedback of interpretive response from the
public. Through comparison of the two, the sender can evaluate whether
the message has been correctly received, and if not, take further steps to
achieve clarification.
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,,d»_:{"fl"““\ Noise

NNER) —s] MESSAGE AN~ s~(PUBLIC)
£
2

Figure 8. Compensation for Noise Through Feedback

Communications Process Models

The preceding paragraphs have taken essentially a micro view of
communication in looking at basic elements. For an overall perspective,
communications interchanges should also be viewed within the multi public

context
in this

of the planning process. In structuring communications programs
multi-publics social setting, four basic kinds of processes seem

appropriate in meeting the basic objectives of public participation:

1.

Diffusion processes. The earlier reference to multiple media

also points to the possibility of multiple access to target groups
or publics through the communications system. An operational
example of this is illustrated in Figure 9. In this process, the
agency sends a message via different media to various target groups,
who in turn transmit the message to still other groups or individ-
uals. The net result enables the agency to reach a broader seg-
ment of the public in terms of the total impact than just the
initial target group. ,

The diagram brings out three important points. First, communication
is not just a single, but a multistep process where target groups
become senders in transferring a message to others through media
which they can access. Correlary to this is the fact that the
sender cannot completely control the communication process since
intermediaries are present to influence or interrupt the process.
Second, a target public can be contacted through several media, thus
giving opportunity for reinforcing and clarifying the message.
Third, if some media are inoperative due to frame of reference or
noise problems, the diffusion process can still get the message to
target groups through other media types.

Collection processes. The collection process can be seen as
diffusion in reverse. It may serve to obtain feedback to complete
a communication look or to collect information. The messages may
or may not return by the same media.
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Agency

owner
Groups

__Individual
Citizens

Target
— Group
Members

Figure 9. Example of a diffusion process
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3. Interaction process. Interaction describes the situation where
communication is an interchange among several groups, as illus-
trated in Figure 10. The agency may assume the central role in
acting as a moderator and facilitator in the communication exchange
among other groups, or may simply take the role of one of the com-
municators in the interaction. The interactive processes generally
imply communications media which involve meetings, work groups,
committees, advisory panels, and the like.

' (ENVIRONMENTAL)
\foups

INDIVIDUAL
CITIZEN

AGRICULTURAL ”

INTERESTS

- INDUSTRY

LOCAL
GOVERNMENT
OFFICIALS

Figure 10. An Interaction Process

4, Diffusion-collection processes. This process describes the
situation where information is disseminated with the specific
intent of eliciting some desired information in response. Usually,
in addition, the mechanism or medium for response will be specified
or provided in order to facilitate information collection. A
simple example is a questionnaire that is sent to some public
groups and to a newspaper (see Figure 9). Target publics are
asked to send their responses by individual letter to the agency
as the originator of the questionnaire.

To summarize, it is interesting to match the communications process models
with the key communications objectives. These cross-comparisons, organized

in Figure 11, then help to select an appropriate communications approach to
meet a particular information objective in the planning process. For example,
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Objective, Action,
Words

Models

Inform, educate,

review, liaison

O<Zf—~o&o
<°

Diffusion

Identification,
a ssessment,
feedback,
liaison

O_

ob{}

Collection

Idea generation,
problem solving,
resolving con-

flicts,
consensus
Interaction
Reaction, ‘
evaluation, |
review and |
comment " v I o___,____—-—--:ﬂ"‘f
l /
i
|
Diffusion | Collection
Figure 11. Correspondence of Communications Objectives and Models
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inform, educate and liaison objectives are all dependent on dissemination
of information. The diffusion model describes this process. Identification,

assessment and feedback are objectives that are described by the reverse,.
the collection model. Idea generation, problem-solving, conflict resolution,

and consensus are generally best accomplished by interaction processes.
Review, reaction and evaluation objectives require a two-step process. An
information "stimulus" is first directed to the "publics," then the publics
respond with their reactions or evaluations. A total communication process
will usually require all of these nrocesses.

COMMUNICATIONS INFORMATION CONTENT: THE WHAT AND WITH WHAT EFFECT

To insure that there is "substance" in the communications process, the water
resources planner must know what information or message content is appro-
priate and needed for the various planning activities at the present stage
of the planning process.

Table 2 attempts to describe in general terms what the information content

is in each planning activity. The table also indicates, in general, who the
communicators are. Since two-way communication is presupposed, the agency
and target groups are "lumped" into the category of communicators. The
column headings in the table recognize that the planning process, even

though highly interactive and dynamic, will usually progress through three
general phases--plar of study, intermediate plans and final plans, Within
the table are noted the communications elements associated with these phases.

If the objectives and desired information for each public participation
activity are clearly specified, there is a much better chance for productive
communication. The information flow in a study should promote and estab-
Tish proper roles and relationships between planner and publics. The agency
should be legitimized, not only as the expert, but also as the facilitator
of publicly desired actions. The agency should be thought of as under-
standable and approachable. The interest groups should consider themselves
as sources of input to the planner. Other agencies' roles as information
sources should be outlined. Finally, the involved publics should be made
aware of what will happen to the results of the planning effort. As a final
ranking of alternatives nears, it is important for the agency to establish
continuing relationships in order to maintain communication after decisions
have been reached, so that the various interests do not lose track of the
process through congressional acceptance, funding, implementation and
operation. '
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THE IMPACT OF DECISION MAKING SYYLES UPON THE PUBLIC

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘

James L. Creighton

THE IMPACT OF THE POWER ROLE

In conducting public involvement programs it is essential Eo rﬁaliz§]
that , 3 11 oe perceived by the public
as ha¥$gg S?gﬁ??i§§§¥°%OSS?TQS?R?§tSXSé9"%l1of two kinds: 1) Administra-
tive or Coercive Pawer--the power of someone in a position to reward or
punish, 2) Psychological power--the significance or power “invested” in
another person based on the fact that they represent an important insti-
tution, are famous, or are exceptional im appearance, even though they
may not have any actual ability to reward or punish,

As agency representative you will usually be perceived as having an
exaqgerated amount of both. First, it will be assumed that you have .
virtually unlimited decision-making authority, even though ¥hese deci-
sions may contradict mandates, regulations, even laws. In fact, when it is
discovered that vou don't have this unlimited authority, there is some-
times a compensatory reaction, where you are perceived as a nobody and
thfy begin to try to find the official who does have this kind of author-
.I y%

There is also a great deal of public reaction to "official” people based
on psychological power. This is a status in which you are perceived as
having all sorts of wisdom, access to information, insight. A good
example of this sort of power is the credence given to Nobel Prize
laureates in all sorts of fields unrelated to their personal accomplish-
ment. Once people have granted you this status they then may spend a
great deal of effort getting you "back down to size'" by being super-
critical or antagonistic. Hawing granted you extraordinary pewers .it
takes an extraordinary effort to get you back to normal.

The important point is that people react not to the power you actually
have, but to the power they perceive you to have. You mabee acting

within a very realistic (and thus probably modest) view of your power,
and yet, have people reacting to you in an exaggerated manner. '

People tend to find some way to equalize large discrepancies in power.
They may do this by becoming very friendly, by demonstrating exceptional
performance or skills, by beceming critical or antagonistic, by with-
drawing emotionally or physically, by organizing in cpposition, by
affiliating with another power source. To complicate things, since
people are reacting to perceived power it'is possible for both sides to
see themselves in the less powerful role, and therefore, both feel justi-
fied in engaging in “"equalizing" behavior. You may see an interest
group as having “the power" and be recacting to it at the same time it
sees you as having the power and is recacting to you.

Reprinted from: IWR Training Program, Creighton, et al., "Advanced
Course: Public Involvement in Water Resources Planning," U. S. Army
Engineers Institute for Water Resources, Fort Belvoir, Virginia, 1977.
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THE IMPACT OF DECISION-MAKING STYLES

These counter-reactions to power tan be exaggerated or minimized based
on the decision making style of the agency. One way of characterizing
the alternative styles of decision making is shown below:

METHOD 1:

@ SOLUTION In Method I the agency is in the position of
T figuring out what is good for the public,
communicating it-to the public, selling it to
the public, and in some cases, proceeding with

the plan in the face of significant opposition
from segments of the public. v

The major effect of a Method I decision is to establish a win/lose
c??mat%-ran adversary relationship--between the agency and significant

publics, as well as between the agency's supporters and other publics.
The result is usually a climate of mistrust, competitiveness, and vili-
fication of the intentions of the opposing sides. Often this results in
increased rigidity in the positions taken by the different publics, as
well as a desire to play "power games" by going to the courts or gaining
the support of national political figures. Even though the agercy may
have tried hard to balance all the publics' needs, it is still deciding
for the public, it is still in a "paternal” role.

When vour boss gjves you a command you may find that there are times that
a]thoggh you dog]t reglly disagree with t% actual command you 592%% may

feel resentful at the manner in which he/she gave you the order. You
may feel that the manner in which he gave the order communicated that he
didn't trust your judgment, or wasn't concerned with the impact of the
decision upon you. Likewise, the public can feel patronized and resent-
ful if governmental agencies are constantly deciding "what's good for
them." Even if it is "good for them" they resent the manner in which
the decision was made. '

METHOD I1:

' Cne of the main reasons that Method I has been
(:EEE;;;\t> the traditional decision making style of most
— agencies is that the only alternative that is
' seen is Method II. TIn Method Il the agency
: abdicates all responsibility and simply communi-
cates that whatever the public wants is what
they'11 get, without communicating the limita-

SOLUTION tions of the agency.
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In reality Method II is usually a disguised Method I: the agency will
invite the public to participate with no limits, but when the public
comes up with the “wrong answer" the agency will reassert its decision-
making prerogatives. The result is that the public feels much more
betrayed than if the agency had uscd Method I.

In effect all Method I1 does is reverse losers. Inherent in either
Method 1 or lethod I1 is the premise that it is acceptable for one side
to win and the other side to lose. There is an old law of labor negotia-
tions which states that "if at the end of the negotiations one side

feels it has lost, then the negotiations have been unsuccessful."

In other words successful problem-solving rests on the premise that the
needs of the agency and the needs of thé public are totally interdepen-
dent. To create a climate for effective problem-solving we must attempt
to avoid a win/lose orientation and stress incorporating all needs.

METHOD III:

AGENCY Method 111 differs from Method I in two major
N ways: (1) the process of arriving at a decision
) T- SOLUTION is a shared, visible, and jointly owned pro-

// cess; and, (2) the goal is to arrive at a deci-

PUBLIC sion responswe to everyone s needs.

0bv1ous]y the diagram above is oversimplified in that it shows the

agency in re]at1onsh1p to a single monolithic public when in fact the
agency is in relationship to a large number of conflicting publics. The
task is not just to create agreement between the agency and a single
public but to create a process by which broad areas of general agreement
are created between a number of conflicting interests.

ACCOUNTABILITY AND RESPONSIBILITY

This necessitates a shift in the agency's rale as the decision maker to
its role as the creator of a decision making process. The first role
stresses the making of a decision, the second stresses the creation of a
climate and methodology for resolving conflict other than through uni-
lateral decision making on the part of the agency.

For many managers this shift raises questions about their accountability
and responsibility, with a fear that sharing the decision making with

the pub]1c is a means of avoiding responsibility. So that we can dis-
cuss the issue let's define those two terms, accountability and responsi-
bility. Accountability is that officially designated thing in which the
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agency (or the law) says "you will be rewarded or punished depending on
the outcome of the decision.” Responsibility is a feeling; you may feel
responsible for some things for which you are not accountable (and you

may not feel responsible for some things for which you are accountable).

Agencies are accountable for seeing that the best decision about the
uses of resources are made. If, because it is accountable, the agency
emphasizes its role as the decision maker, no one else may feel any
responsibility for seeing that the decision is implemented. If, by -
“sharing the decision, people feel responsible for the outcome, then the
agency may have more wisely exercised its accountability by insuring
that implementation is more likely to result.

One way to diagram the agency's role is by showing the agency as a
“Facilitator" of problem-solving between a number of groups, as indicated
in the diagram.

 The agency is a participant, in that the needs
of the agency must also be recognized or we
have reverted to Method 1I; but the participa-
tion is an equal among interdependent groups
rather than the agency's needs being "more
equal." The agency's chief contribution is in
creating the decision making process.

ECONOMY AND EFFICIENCY

Anybody who has ever worked with the public--or a committee, for that
matter--can spot the flaw in Method III. It takes a lot of time for a
group of people, particularly a group of people with widely differing

" interests, to arrive at a decision. One person or a small group can
certainly arrive at a decision faster and more economically than can a
number of conflicting interests. This made Method I look much more
attractive when you measure efficiency and economy by decision making
time. As the diagram below indicates, the time for decision mak ing
under Method 1 is usually shorter than under Method III, but at the time
that the decision is made in Medthod I the only person committed to its
implementation is the decision maker. If, through participation in the
decision people accept “"ownership" or feel responsible for the outcome,
then implementatior may occur more rapidly in Method III. The ultimate
economy may belong to Method III. ’

Method I:  Problem—— —pDecision _ plmplementation

Method I11: Problem— p Decision——pimplementation
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THE TRACK RECORD OF METHOD III.

While fow people find Method III objectionable philosophically, many
when first exposed to the notion, have questions about its practicality.
As a result of our consulting and training efforts with a number of
agencies in a variety of geograph1ca] locations we have had the oppor-
tunity to sce Method III "in action." Our abservation is that Method
111 can and will work to develop large areas of substantial agreement.
Some areas of conflict may remain, and the agency may have to make
decisions to resolve these areas. When Method III has worked well,
however, the area of common agreement is large eriough. that the dif-
ferent publics can gain more from the area of agreement that they lose
from areas of continuing agreement.

There is no question that it is difficult to make Method III work when
the opposing forces are already polarized into win/lose adversary posi-
tions. This underlines the importance of creating a problem-solving
climate from the very beginning. The trust necessary for probleni-solving
will not be present unless the public participation program has been
totally open, visible and respons1ve to public comment. The publics;

know how to play “"win/lose" just as well as the agency (if you don't
believe that, just count how many projects in your agency are heid up in
court decisions, administrative reviews, etc.). The agency must estab-
lish the problem-solving orientation as a ground rule and total philos-
ophy from the very beginning if it hopes to have problem-solving on the
decision at the end.
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A PROCESS FOR FIELD LEVEL WATER PLANNING

by Leonard Ortolano

In order to accommodate the citizen critics of economic efficiency who have
argued for a meaningful role for publics in district level planning, a more
Toosely structured preauthorization p]annin? process 1is required. Such a
process should aim to integrate public involvement activities with all
other planning activities, including the determination of factors and
weights which form the basis for decision making in the public interest.

This chapter presents one alternative to the highly structured pre-
authorization planning process commonly employed during the 1950's and
'60s'. This alternative process is not unique; a planning process that is
similar to the one advocated herein has been developed by Manheim et al.
[1972]. The process presented is of special interest inasmuch as it was

developed especially to meet the demands of preauthorization planning.

The process considered herein is presented at a conceptual level and in
rather general terms. Many of the detailed considerations required in
implementing the process are currently being examined in the context of a
case study application. The case study, which is being carried out as a
joint effort involving the San Francisco District, the Institute for Water
Resources, and Stanford University, involves an ongoing study of San Pedro
Creek, California. Results from the case study will be presented in a
forthcoming report.

The planning process advocated herein has the following general features:

1. There are four planning activities: identification of concerns,
formulation of alternatives, impact (or effect) analysis, and
plan ranking.*

*While these planning activities are typical of those found in many
descriptions of planning processes (e.g., see Hightower [1969]), they
are organized herein in an unusual way.

Reprinted from: IWR Report 75-1, Ortolano, Leonard, "Water Resources
Decision-Making on the Basis of the Public Interest," U.S. Army Engineers
Institute for Water Resources, Fort Belvoir, Virginia, 1975.
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2. These activities are highly interdependent and are linked
together by the goals, concerns, constraints, etc., that
various decision makers and affected publics consider impor-
tant in ranking alternative actions. As a matter of
convenience, we use the term "evaluative factors" to refer
to thesé goals, concerns, constraints, etc.

3. Each of the planning activities is carried out by both
planners and affected publics.

4. The four planning activities are carried out simultaneously,
not sequentially.

5. During any particular stage of the planning process, the
relationships between activities are defined in terms of
information flows (see Figure 1).

6. As planning proceeds, each activity is repeated a number of
times at increasing levels of detail. However, at any one
point in time, one activity may receive more emphasis than
the others (see Figure 2).

THE FOUR PLANNING ACTIVITIES

Identification of Concerns

This activity involves determining existing and projected future conditions
that would obtain in the absence of a Corps action, and identifying evalu-
ative factors (i.e., those goals, concerns, constraints, etc., that affected
publics and other decision makers consider in ranking alternative actions).
The term evaluative factor is introduced to eliminate the tiring and often
fruitless exercises which are undertaken to carefully distinguish between
"goals," "objectives," and "constraints."

There are three sources of evaluative factors: institutions, community
interaction, and technical and scientific jngments.* The discussion below
considers the ways in which planners are involved in the identification and
description of evaluative factors from each of these sources.

First, planners must identify the factors to be considered in ranking
alternatives from the perspective of affected publics who are not easily
reached directly (i.e., on a face-to-face basis). As a matter of convenience
such people are loosely referred to as "nonlocal"-publics. - The .concerns,
goals, objectives, etc., of such nonlocal publics are expressed.

*The term "institutions" is employed in an unusual way; it refers to the
various laws, regulations, and policies of government agencies, and the
policy positions of various interest groups.
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institutionally at the national, state . and regional (and even local) Tevels
in laws, pending legislation, policies, regulations, programs, etc. For
example, a state law may govern the preservation of marshes. Examples at
the Federal level include the Principles and Standards of the U.S. Water
Resources Council [1973]. Still other examples include the policy state-
ments of various interest groups (e.g., Chamber of Commerce, Sierra Club).
Planners can obtain this type of information by communicating with various

local, state and Federal offjcials, and agency and interest grou? represen-
tatives, and by examining relevant laws, policy statements, regulations, etc.

Second, planners must interact with "local" affected publics to provide
information which helps these publics figure out what their problems are
(from a local perspective), and helps them identify the factors which they
would consider important in ranking alternative actions. To accomplish
this, planners need to describe not only the water related concerns as they
understand them, but also possible actions and the kinds of effects which
might be associated with these actions. Local publics need this information
in order to help them think about evaluative factors. Local publics provide
information to planners about their own perceptions of their problems and
what they would consider important in ranking alternative actions. Methods
that can be employed in accomplishing this interaction between planners

and local publics include: public meetings, interviews, workshops, ques-
tionnaires, citizen advisory boards, etc.

Third, planners must identify evaluative factors based on technical or
scientific judgments which affected publics may neither appreciate nor
recognize at any one point in the planning process. For example, planners
may deem it important to maintain the habitats of certain species in the
interests of long-term ecological stability. This is one type of informa-
tion that planners should provide to affected publics.

Planners play a central role in the articulation of evaluative factors. In
addition to relying on the aforementioned sources for the identification of
factors, planners must continually work. to translate the various concerns,
needs, etc., of affected publics into technical concepts and parameters that
can be used to guide the formulation of alternatives, impact analysis and
plan ranking. For example, the "need" to maintain trout fishing in a local
stream may be translated by planners into evaluative factors that relate to
specific measures like stream dissolved oxygen, temperature, etc.

In addition to the delineation of evaluative factors, this activity also
involves developing a sense of the relative significance of such factors.
It is essential to avoid the development of long and unmanageable 1lists of
evaluative factors without at least a crude.indication of their relative
magnitude and the extent to which they are considered important by various
decision makers and publics. o

Although the identification of concerns may receive the major emphasis in
the early stages of the planning process, information relating to all four
planning activities is continually developed and communicated right from the
beginning of the process. That is to say, information on the formulation of °
alternatives, impact analysis, and plan ranking is also developed and
exchanged at this stage in the process. : .
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The identification of evaluative factors influences the conduct of other
planning activities. For example, such factors serve to guide the formu-
“lation of alternatives, and to identify the impacts that need to be analyzed.
Furthermore, evaluative factors provide a framework for ranking the proposed
alternatives. It is also noteworthy that information from the other activi-
ties influences the identification of concerns. Information about alter-
natives and their impacts permits a redefinition of the individuals or
groups to be included among affected publics. It may also permit a more
refined definition of evaluative factors, and enable affected publics to
express their concerns more clearly. _

FORMULATION OF ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS

Conceptualization of alternative futures. The design of alternative actions
rests on a set of assumptions, either explicit or implicit, regarding which
goals, objectives, constraints, etc., the actions will attempt to deal with.
Different sets of planning assumptions (commonly referred to as "design
criteria" or "planning objectives") represent different conceptions of what
the future will be like; i.e., they represent "alternative futures.”

The discussion below considers how the evaluative factors can be used in
conceptualizing alternative futures. Recall that evaluative factors are

the goals, concerns, constraints, etc., that affected publics and other
decision makers consider in ranking alternative actions. Some evaluative
factors take the form of operational constraints; e.g., some residents may
feel that concrete lined channels would be so ugly that they do not want them
to be considered among the feasible actions. Other evaluative factors may
take forms which planners can translate into constraints; e.g., the goal of
maintaining water quality at levels that permit swimming can be translated
into a set of specific constraints on turbidity, coliform bacteria, étc.

Suppose that, wherever possible, evaluative factors are put in the form of
constraints. Because people with different values and needs are involved in
the identification of evaluative factors, it is to be expected that some of
the constraints will not be compatible; i.e., it will not be possible to
satisfy all of the constraints simultaneously. For example, it would not be
possible to design an action that stimulated economic development of a
floodplain and maintained floodplain vegetation in its existing form. Thus,
before actions can be formulated, it is necessary to group the constraints
into sets that can be satisfied simultaneously. Different constraint sets
represent "alternative futures" (see Figure 3).

To illustrate the process of grouping evaluative factors into mutually
consistent sets of constraints, a concern for flood damage reduction might
be put into the form of a constraint requiring protection acainst the "X"

year flood. As apgther examplesidsonceinsfoninisthie BRBRAEILES Uhe'lRe of
channel modification works. Table 1 contains one view of how various evalu-
ative factors might be put into a form which provides the basis for designing
alternative actions. '
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EVALUATIVE FACTORS

CONCEPTUALIZATION OF ALTERNATIVE FUTURES
CONSTRAINT SET | CONSTRAINT SET 2  CONSTRAINT SETM 3

CONCEPTUALIZATION OF ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS

1 1 1

2 2 2
ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS

For each action in each constraint set:

Does the action satisfy constraints in the set that were not
used as the basis for its design?

How does the design relate to evaluative factors not
contained in the constraint set ?

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Figure 3 Formulation of Alternatives
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The process of conceptualizing alternative futures involves grouping the
various constraints into sets that are consistent. Since the number of
constraint sets that can be formed is often unmanageably large, it is useful
to employ alternative visions of the future as a device for organizing the
constraints into different groups. Thus, in a typical case, it might be
possible to imagine two polar cases; one representing only minimal change
from existing land use and population, and a second representing an increased
intensity of land use based on an expanding resident and tourist population
in the area. The constraint sets consistent with these perceptions of the
future are Tabeled as No. 1 and No. 3 in Table 1. Clearly, it is possible
to imagine a number of alternative futures which, in some sense, lie

between the polar cases (e.g., constraint set No. 2 in Table 1).

Conceptualization of alternative actions. In designing alternative actions

there is no reason to restrict attention to only a single set of constraints.
Different constraint sets represent alternative futures, and the planning
process should serve to elucidate the nature of different futures. One
especially important constraint set is the one that includes no Federal
action. This constraint serves to define the so-called "null alternative"
which should be explicitly considered in all phases of the planning pro-
cess and used as a reference point for determining the impact of other
alternatives [Manheim and Suhrbier, 1972, p 43].

Each of the constraints in any given set can be used in one of two ways. A
constraint might be used in designing an action; e.g., a reservoir might be
designed to provide a safe yield of 40,000 acre feet/year. Alternatively,
it might be used in testing a given design; e.g., the reservoir project has
national income "benefits" that exceed costs, and therefore, satisfies the
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) constraint that the benefit-cost

ratio exceed unity. In other words, some constraints are satisfied in the
process of formulating the action, and others (e.g., the benefit-cost con-
straint) can only be examined after the action is conceived. The examination
of the consequences of an action is a part.of impact analysis (see Figure 3).
The process of conceptualizing alternative actions is more an art than a
science. In the past, much of the "art" has involved the use of "engineer-
ing judgment" to narrow the range of alternatives early in the planning
process. Often this narrowing has been premature because it was based on
the value judgments of planners who: (1) restricted their attention to
actions which their agency could implement; and/or, (2) did not obtain much
information about the values and perspectives of publics. One of the impor-
tant ways to prevent this premature narrowing in the range of alternatives
is to involve the public in planning, especially in the continual articula-
tion of evaluative factors. It is especially important that publics be
informed of the way in which alternative constraint sets have been deduced.
This is critical since it is the delineation of alternative constraint sets
(or "design criteria") that serves to "flavor" the types of alternative

- actions that both planners and publics will be encouraged to think about.

For example, no one is encouraged to think about floodplain zoning if a
pervasive constraint is that protection against the "standard project flood"
must be provided.
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

Impact analysis involves forecasting and describing changes (impacts,
effects) resulting from proposed alternative actions. Such forecasts are
generally carried out by planners using technical judgments and various
models of how certain changes bring about other changes. Publics can
assist planners in making forecasts by virtue of their special knowledge
and insights regarding how the local area will respond to new influences
(e.g., a reservoir project).

Planners and publics need to make choices in conducting the impact analysis
activity. - These choices concern the types of impacts that need to be
analyzed and the level of detail required in the analysis. Choices have to
be made because there rarely are sufficient resources (time, manpower, etc.)
or the basic knowledge necessary to determine everything that it would be
useful to know about the impacts caused by a particular action. For any
given alternative, the information about evaluative factors and their
relative importance serves -to guide such choices.

To illustrate how evaluative factors can guide an impact analysis, consider
the designs for a project that would be consistent with constraint set No. 1
in Table 1. Such actions might include projects designed to protect against
the standard project flood, supply 40,000 AF/yr of safe yield for water
supply, and provide water based recreational facilities consistent with
regional demands and project type. The analysis of impacts associated with
such designs would provide information relating to those evaluative factors
which were not used in conceptualizing the designs. Thus, using the factors
listed in Table 1, the impact analysis would involve forecasts of how the
alternative actions influenced tourist population, the development of view
site lots and floodplain lands, and the appearance of the floodplain. The
listing in Table 1 is not intended to be complete. A more complete list

of evaluative factors would include the OMB requirement that national income
benefits exceed costs, since this is a relevant consideration for any invest-
ment proposed by the Corps.

As with all activities in the planning process, impact analysis is carried
out continually. In the earliest stages of the process, evaluative factors
are defined crudely, alternative solutions are sketched out in very rough
form, and impacts are forecast in general terms. This information is
necessary for various decision makers and publics to: (1) think through
their own perceptions of what the key evaluative factors are; (2) make their
own judgments concerning preferences for different alternatives; and, (3)
suggest new alternative actions. As the planning process continues, impact
analysis becomes more detailed, since the meaning and relative importance
of various evaluative factors becomes more clear, and the alternatives
under consideration are fewer in number and described in greater detail.
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PLAN RANKING

The ranking of alternative actions requires that individual citizens,
interest groups and those with formal authority for decision making render
Jjudgments, at least implicitly, regarding the relative worth or value of
alternative actions.* It is essential to recognize that in making such
judgments, the question of whether an impact is adverse or beneficial is
determined with respect to the interests of those affected by it. Moreover,
the important consideration is not how significant any particular impact
may be, but the relative importance of that impact as compared to other
impacts. This is the basis upon which choices are made. For example, an
individual may consider the maintenance of a natural stream channel impor-
tant. However, he may consider it more important to accept the aesthetic
impairment of a concrete lined channel if, all things considered, that
appears to him to be the best way to prevent flooding of his property.

The plan ranking activity is complicated by the fact that rankings are made
at several different levels. At the most basic level, individuals perform
rankings which are reflective of their own interests. At a second level,
individuals within groups perform rankings which are intended to reflect

the interests of the groups which they represent. In the process of choos-
ing among alternatives, impacts are valued and weighed and a trade-off
analysis is performed. Such trade-off analyses are generally done implicitly
and with imperfect information.

Although the plan ranking activity is conducted throughout the district
level planning process, the district office must ultimately make an evalu-
ation of its own. The district engineer is charged with making this
evaluation on the basis of a broad range of considerations. As indicated in
recent guidelines, the district engineer "should recommend the alternative
that is in the best overall public interest considering the planning objec-
tives, the benefits and costs, and the significant economic, social, and
environmental effects, including the cost of treating those that are
adverse" [U.S. Army, 1972].

*Plan ranking is not the only activity that involves value judgments. Such
Jjudgments are made when publics and planners articulate evaluative factors
and indicate the relative importance of these factors. They are made
implicitly when alternative futures are conceptualized and alternative
actions are proposed. And they are made in the course of deciding which
impacts to analyze and at what level of detail. As Fox has pointed out,
complete objectivity in water resources planning is "an impractical ideal"
[1966, p. 269].
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

The description above provides only general guidelines for carrying out
field level water resources planning. There is much to be done in the way
of testing the ideas presented in the context of real world planning
situations. The process is currently being "field tested" by utilizing it
on the San Francisco District's study of flooding on San Pedro Creek in
California.

Although the San Pedro Creek study is still in progress, the results to
date have been interesting. The study is clarifying the problems involved
in getting local publics to take an active role in all planning activities
from the beginning of a planning effort. It is also revealing that some
of the key issues involved in moving away from a structured, sequential
planning process and toward the more open and iterative process described
above relate to the way in which districts are organized and management
controls are exercised.

The results from the San Pedro Creek study will provide a sequel to this
report. They will demonstrate, more clearly, both the strengths and weak-
nesses of the process described in this chapter. They will also provide

the basis for a discussion of specific issues relating to implementation
(e.g., questions relating to planning budgets, staffing, organization, etc.).

Because the nature of Federal water resources planning is changing rapidly,
experimentation with alternative processes for planning should be encouraged.
The San Pedro Creek study represents one such experiment. Other experiments,
perhaps with planning processes quite different from the one described
herein, are clearly called for.
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INVOLVING THE PUBLIC IN PLANNING
AND DECISION MAKING

by James R. Hanchey

Effective public involvement programs must be integral parts of the
overall planning ‘process and they must build to provide for full con-
sideration of public comments in the making of key study decisions.

A public involvement program is not ‘an end; rather, it is a means to an
end: a plan which reflects and combines public values and preferences
with professional knowledge and experience. Public involvement pro-
grams must be designed, implemented and managed within the context of
the planning and decision-making processes--which requires that the
elements of those processes be clearly specified before public involve-
ment program design proceeds. Thus, this chapter first addresses these
planning and decision-making processes and then describes how public
involvement can be related to them.

This approach runs the risk of oversimplifying planning, which is a
highly technical and complicated process. However, effective public
involvement requires that planning be described in a way that is under-
standable to nonprofessionals with varying degrees of knowledge about
the way the Corps does business. If the planner accepts this constraint,
the guidance will be useful. This approach relies on a careful examina-
tion of the objectives of planning as it moves through successive stages
and a clear delineation of the key decision points which are reached as
planning progresses from one stage to another. The recognition that
there are key decision points, even though some may be more implicit
than explicit, enables one to approach the development of a public
involvement program on a stage-by-stage basis.

A.  THE STAGES OF PLANNING

The Corps' planning process is divided into three stages by specifying
three points for monitoring study progress and scope (by consolidating
interagency coordination through formal review and by negotiating
intraagency consensus through checkpoint conferences). The three

gtages are: (1) the development of a Plan of Study; (2) the development
of intermediate plans; and, (3) the development of detailed plans. Each
stage has specific study outputs that are intended to provide for se-
quential review of study progress and to serve as a basis for making
decisions about the nature, scope and direction of the study effort.
During each stage, four functional planning tasks are carried out:
problem identification, formulation of alternatives, impact assessment
and evaluation. Practically, of course, each of these tasks receives
different emphasis depending on the planning stage. The important point
is that the tasks are iterative throughout the planning process, and if

Reprinted from: IWR Report 75-R4, Hanchey, James R., "Public Involvement
in the Corps of Engineers' Planning Process," Chapter 1, U. S. Army
Engineers Institute for water Resources, Fort Belvoir, Virginia, 1975.
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public involvement is focused on the tasks rather than the stages,
integration and consideration of public comments becomes exceedingly
difficult.

1. Public involvement and the stages of planning. While each stage
involves the conduct of common tasks, the required planning output from
each stage and the nature of the decisions made at the end of each stage
are sufficiently different to suggest that both the form of the public
involvement program and the definition of relevant publics who should be
invélved in each stage may also be different. In other words, public
involvement should be planned for on a stage-by-stage basis rather than
looking at it in relation to the study as a whole. Moreover, the transi-
tion from one stage to the next, with the requirement for clearly speci-
fied, reviewable outputs at each stage provides a convenient opportunity
for ending one phase of a public involvement program and beginning the

next.

Development of public involvement programs can best be approached in two
parts--the first concerned with the involvement of various segments of
the public during the various stages and which necessarily occurs more
or less continuously throughout the time alloted for each stage, and the
second concerned with broad public review of the results of each stage.

2.  Public involvement during stages of planning. Providing the oppor-
tunity for publc review of planning accomplishments at the end of each
stage through public meetings is not, by itself, meaningful public
involvement. The public must also have the opportunity to participate
during each planning stage. The major objective of public involvement
during these stages is to improve the two-way information flow on which
planning is based. It requires informal, sometimes time-consuming
dialogue between the planners and the public. Because fewer people are
interested in the intricacies and details of planning, the target audi-
ence for involvement will usually be smaller than for public meetings--
interest groups, government organizations and directly affected citi-
zens. While the general nature of the public involvement program is
the same during each planning stage, dialogue among participants, there
will be differences in the forums for involvement and the intensity of
interaction with the public as the plan moves through successive stages.
This is due both to the "cumulative curve" of involvement and to the
different decisions that must be made at éach stage.

a. Stage One -- Plan of Study.

Plans of study have traditionally served primarily as internal
management documents--plans which specify the study's intended
scope and direction, budgets and work schedules. They now have a

2 -- to provide for initial interactions of the four
giﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁnﬂhr% %%ning gzsks to obtain a preliminary view of what the
overall study will involve. This requires that public involvement
be an important part of the first stage of planning.
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Important characteristics of the Plan of Study stage are that it is
exploratory in nature and that it aims for comprehensiveness with
regard to identification and definition of public concerns, issues,
problems and constraints. With the emphasis on identification and
definition, rather than resolution, it follows that public involve-
ment should be directed toward insuring the articulation of a wide
variety of viewpoints so that they can be considered in the planning
process. There is no need to resolve any conflicting views or
preferences.

Because of the short time frame for completing the Plan of Study

and the abstract nature of some of the major concerns of the planner
during this stage, such as community goals and planning objectives,
it is difficult to achieve effective broad scale participation.

Only a small number of people want to commit time to broad issues
and concepts. For these reasons, the public involvement objectives
during the Plan of Study stage are relatively modest, the target
public is Timited, and the range of effective forums for partici-
pation is narrow. _ S

(1) Involvement objectives. There are three - The first is to
obtain information which is useful in directing the study:
e.g., identification of problems which should be addressed,
issues to be considered, objectives and goals which are im-
portant, alternatives which should be investigated. The
second is to obtain information about the political, social
and economic setting of the area (including how citizens
organize to influence public issues) which will be useful in
designing and implementing a public involvement program for
succeeding stages. The third is to begin to prepare both the
public and the agency for more intensive involvement which
will follow. »

(2) Target public. There is the "participating public" and
the "information audience." The participating public is that
relatively small number of people, from different interests,
who will be directly contacted for information. These people
are normally those who have had a continuing interest in water
or related matters, such as agencies, special interest groups
or those who have a problem or need orientation such as
residents of a flood plain. The information audience is the
general or mass public, and information programs must be
started early to make people aware of the study, to facilitate
their self-determination of study interest, to provide aware-
ness of opportunities for involvement, and to begin to prepare
people for participation in the broader public review at the
end of this stage.

(3) Available forums for involvement. Since the major ob-
jectives are to obtain information rather than to seek an
jssue resolution, small meetings or interviews with individual
interests would seem most appropriate. Planners should be
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Yooking for Tndegth discussions. -Larger meetings may not be
so appropriate, because they probably would not provide ade-
quate opportunity for each individual to express himself
fully. Other potential forums to obtain information include
such techniques as questionnaires. However, they have usually
not been useful at the early stages of planning because the
value of the information obtained depends on the knowledge of
the respondents, and in the early study stages, the level of
knowledge is usually Tow.

b. Stage Two. Development of Intermediate Plans.

During this second planning stage, the focus begins to shift from
problem identification to the formulation and preliminary testing
of alternative solutions. The focus of the public involvement
program likewise shifts from collecting information on problems

and issues to working with agencies, interest groups and affected
publics to insure that the range of alternatives being considered
adequately respond to the problems, address all the significant
issues, explore the ways in which the alternatives affect the various
interests, and try to reduce the number of alternatives which will
be carried forward into the third planning stage. While conflicts
are likely to emerge during this stage, their resolution is not as
critical as it will be during! the final staae of planning. Indeed,
the balancing of interests, compromises and potential trade-offs

are usually not possible until the planners begin detailed assess-
ments.

More people are likely to become interested as they see their con-
cerns addressed. The potentially interested and affected publics

can be more clearly defined, and they can be specifically invited

to participate.

At this stage, the planner will be trying to develop a range of
alternative solutions which address the identified problems and
issues, and he will be trying to assess the soundness of each
alternative. To do this, he needs comments from the public on

the extent to which the range of alternatives address the signifi-
cant issues and concerns, the acceptability of the predicted im-
pacts of each alternative, suggestions that would Tead to modifica-
tion of alternatives to increase their acceptability, and whether
any alternative might be so generally unacceptable to the community
that it should now be dropped from further consideration. To
supply these comments, the public needs information from the planner
on how the alternatives were developed, what each is intended to
do, generally who will benefit and how, who and what might be
adversely affected and how, what might be done to mitigate some

of these adverse effects, and some presentation of the key Corps
planning criteria.

(1) Involvement objectives. The district's purpose during
this stage is to provide forums in which interested and affected
people can explore the implications of each alternative in
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terms of their major concerns; become aware of the various
trade-offs and compromises which are implicit in the selection
of one alternative over another; express their views as to
whether the range of alternatives is adequate; provide sug-
gestions concerning modifications which might improve an
alternative's desirability; and indicate which alternatives
are clearly unacceptable.

(2) Target Public. The target broadens. Rather than relying
on selected groups and individuals in any interest area (as

in planning stage one), all identifiable groups in each
interest area should be directly encouraged to participate.
Emphasis should be given to identifying and encouraging the
participation of potentially affected publics, such as resi-
dents of an area where a reservoir might be constructed.

(3) Available Forums. Involvement in planning stage two
requires interaction among various interests as well as between
the public and the planner. If people are going to work effec-
tively together in stage three, understanding of each other's
positions and interests must be built in stage two. This

type of dialogue is usually best achieved in the moderate

size meetings such as workshops.

c. Stage Three. Development of Final Plans.

This final planning stage is concerned with the detailed develop-
ment of a small number of alternative plans, their assessment,
modification and evaluation--leading to the recommendation of one
plan. The focus of the planning effort shifts from alternative
formulation (although alternatives are-continually being modified)
to impact assessment and evaluation. Likewise, the nature of the
public involvement effort changes. This is the most intensive
period for involvement, because each alternative can be described
in very real terms as to how it might specifically affect various
interests. As a result, interest heightens and conflicts among
interests increase. Because of the smaller number of alternatives
under consideration as a result of screening out unpromising or
unacceptable alternatives, and the fact that the decisions to be
made at the end of the stage are more immediate and easier to
understand, the nature of the planning process itself should be
more easily understood by the public.

It should then be easier to obtain public involvement: the parti-
cipants will almost "selfselect." In any event, with the impacts
of the various alternatives reasonably known, the planner will

find it much easier to identify potentially interested and affected
publics. It follows that the public involvement program, measured
in terms of numbers of participants and diversity of interest
groups, will be greatest and broadest during this final stage of
planning.
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The planner should be trying to develop detailed information on

the nature, magnitude and incidence of the effects of the alter-
natives and to assess and put into perspective the public's evalua-
tion of those effects. The planner will attempt to modify alter-
natives to eliminate or mitigate adverse effects and attempt to
negotiate compromises and trade-offs in order to develop support
for the decisions to be made. To accomplish this, he needs in-
formation from the public on remaining issues that have not been
fully addressed, on effects which the public perceives might have
been overlooked, on the adequacy of the assessment of effects,

on the acceptability of certain effects, on the potential compro-
mises and trade-offs that might be acceptable, and on indications
of preferences for various alternatives. To supply this informa-
tion, the public will need from the planner detailed descriptions
of each alternative, of the nature, magnitude and incidence of the
effects, on the feasible modifications which are available to elimi-
nate or mitigate adverse effects, and on the principal criteria
that will be used to select the preferred plan for recommendation.

(1) Involvement Objectives. The district's purpose is to
provide forums in which interested and affected publics can
obtain detailed information concerning the implications of

each alternative in terms of their major interests, can con-
tribute information useful in determining the short-and-long-
term consequences and incidence of effects, can suggest mitiga-
tion measures and modifications which would increase the ac-
ceptability of alternatives, might.negotiate interinterest
group compromises and trade-offs, and can express preferences
with regard to different alternatives. » ‘

(2) Target Publics. The relevant publics are the broadest

of any planning stage. All directly affected individuals and
concerned interest groups should be specifically invited to
participate. Emphasis should be given to those segments of

the public who are likely to bear significant costs such as,
potential relocatees and to those individuals and interest
groups who are perceived to be sufficiently interested in the
final recommendations to use ‘other means to influence decisions.

(3) Available Forums. Involvement requires intensive and
regular interaction among various interests as well as be-
tween the public and the Corps. There are several appropriate
forums. Early in Stage Three, moderate size meetings such as
workshops would be effective. During the latter phases of the
stage, when the impact assessment is substantially completed
and when the major conflicting interests can be identified,
small meetings for the purpose of negotiation could be criti-
cal. Citizen committees.are also useful forums during Stage"

Three. -
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3. Public Involvement at the End of the Planning Stages. The major
objective of public involvement activities at the end of each stage of
planning is to provide the public with an opportunity to review the
results of planning up to this point and to provide the planner and
other decision makers with information which will be useful in making
the decisions necessary before proceeding to the next planning stage
(or, in the case of the end of the planning process, for making the
final recommendation). In some sense, public involvement at each of
these three points becomes a "public checkpoint"--citizen input into

fnteragency and intraagency.

If these public checkpoints are to be viewed by the public as providing
real opportunity to influence decisions, it is essential that the
tendency to make binding decisions be avoided in Corps checkpoint con-
ferences (which occur prior to public meetings). While it is true that
the active involvement of citizens during the planning prior to check-
point conferences will provide decision makers with a feel for public
views and preferences, decisions should be regarded as tentative, sub-
ject to revision as a result of input received during public checkpoint
meetings. Public review prior to major decision points introduces an
important degree of accountability to the public into the planning
process, helping insure that public involvement is both integrated into
and has influence on that process. ’

These public review checkpoints require forums that provide the oppor-
tunity for participation by fairly large numbers of people representing
diverse public interests--in short, a large meeting of publics. These
forums can take many possible forms, including traditional public
meetings, informal group meetings, or even locally sponsored meetings.
The key criteria are that they be widely publicized, open to everyone,
in adequate facilities in easily accessible locations, and providing
the opportunity for everyone to make statements.

Given the major objective of public involvement at the end of each
stage (public review and comment before decisions are made which will
guide the next stage of planning), there are several factors to be con-
sidered in designing this part of the public involvement program.

First, these public checkpoints are to provide opportunity for every
interested citizen to participate, whether or not he has joined in
early working sessions with other citizens. Thus, some broad scale
dissemination of information is required.

Second, substantive information describing the results of planning
should be distributed by direct mailings to identified groups or in-
dividuals who are interested or affected, and made available in readily
accessible locations. Inasmuch as the public checkpoints are to focus
on the decisions or recommendations that are to be made, the substan-
tive information should clearly state the decisions that are to be con-
sidered and the district's tentative position with regard to those deci-
sions. It has been argued that the district should not state its posi-
tion, however tentative, at such meetings lest the public feel that
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it is merely being asked to give its stamp of approval. However, if it
is accepted that public checkpoint meetings are not the sum total of

the district's public involvement program and that other forums for in-
volvement are provided during each planning phase, then it should be
clear to the public that the district's tentative position was developed
with citizen input--and the checkpoint meetings assume a function of
broader public validation of citizen input previously obtained. Indeed,
the combination of citizen involvement during the planning stages and
public checkpoint meetings at the end should contribute to the effec-
tiveness of the latter.

Third, the public checkpoint must be closely related to the interagency
coordination effort.

The information obtained through interagency coordination is important
to the decision making process. The public has a right to be informed
of other public agency positions on the study. Indeed, the Corps'
definition of publics includes other agencies. Thus, it would appear
desirable to bring the interagency coordination activities to a focal
point near the end of each planning stage and to summarize the results
of these activities for public distribution prior to the public check-
point meetings.

Fourth, the above discussion leads to the requirement for three public
checkpoint meetings: one at the end of each planning stage.

Some districts may feel the need to hold another meeting at the begin-
ning of the study--to announce formally what is about to take place.

It puts everyone on notice. The problem is that it is generally agreed
that these initial meetings fail to produce much useful information.
Study announcement and solicitation of information on problems and
needs can be more effectively accomplished through other forums.

Fifth, successful public checkpoint meetings must be convenient with
respect to both time and place for the participants. In almost all
cases they should be held in the evening to insure maximum opportunity
to attend. Two meeting sessions (i.e., one in the afternoon, one in
the evening) are generally not desirable because they do not enable
everyone to hear all points of view. Frequently, daytime sessions are
attended by public agency officials, and evening meetings are attended
principally by citizens and their organizations. It is important that
each hear what the other has to say. Depending on the size of the
population and the geographical area, it may be desirable to hold more
than one public checkpoint meeting at each stage.

B. GENERAL COMMENTS: DEVELOPMENT OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAMS

The suggested approach to developing public involvement programs in
Corps planning studies relies on several key concepts. First, although
districts may plan somewhat differently, the Corps' planning process is
divided into three stages, each of which has a definable output. Second,
public involvement program development can and should be approached on
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a stage-by-stage basis. Third, there should be public checkpoints at
the end of each stage to provide the planner and the reviewing bodies of
the Corps with citizen input as to the adequacy and responsiveness of
the planning to date. Fourth, these three public checkpoints are not
in themselves adequate, but are only the culmination of active partici-
pation during each planning stage by limited segments of the public.
Fifth, decision making responsive to public concerns requires the ex-
plicit consideration of public inputs before key decisions are made at
each stage. This means that binding decisions should be avoided during
agency checkpoint conferences. Rather, tentative positions should be
developed for presentation at the public checkpoint meetings.

In laying out this approach to the development of public involvement
programs, an attempt has been made to describe the public involvement
objectives which seem appropriate at each stage, and to describe the
information exchange. The foregoing description of the planning process
may not be totally accurate for all studies. If some planning studies
follow substantially different processes, the basic concepts of public
involvement program development described above are valid, whether the
planning process involves one or even ten stages. In any situation the
planner should try to adapt, expand and refine the proposed approach so
that it fully supports the planning process.
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A "THOUGHT PROCESS" FOR DESIGNING PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAMS
IN PLANNING

by James L. Creighton

Public involvement is effective when it is an integral part of the
planning process, designed to provide appropriate information to the
public and receive appropriate information from the public at those
points in the planning process where this information will most assist
in making better decisions. If public participation is integral to the
planning process then it will be similar to certain technical studies
which must be completed as part of the planning process not because they
are required by law, but because without the information derived from
these studies decisions cannot be made. As the guidelines of one agency
state: "The planning process should be designed so progression from one
stage to another cannot take place without certain well-defined inputs
from the public."l

A "Thought Process"

This suggests an important thought process for designing public involve-
ment programs. This .thought process consists of asking four basic ques-

tions for each major planning task. These questions are:

1. What is the "product” which will result from this planning
task?

Each planning stage produces some sort of product whether
it be an understanding of the problems, a “"shopping 1ist"
of possible actions, a range of alternative plans, or a
final plan. Since the public participation is integral
to the planning process, the public participation should
also be structured toward producing this product.

2. What is the information exchange required to complete this
task?

In order to structure our public participation program so
it is integral to the planning process we will need to
conduct a two-step analysis which works backwards from
the product:

a) What imformation does the agency need from the
public to produce that product?

lpraft Guidelines for State and Areawide Water Quality Management Program
Development, Environmental Protection Agency, February 1976.

Reprinted from: _IWR Trainindrogram, Creighton, et al., "Executive
Seminar: Public Involvement in Water Resources Planning," U. S. Army
Engineers Institute for water Resources, Fort Belvoir, Virginia, 1976.
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b)  What information will the public need to give
the agency the information the agency needs (as

described in 2a)?

4, What public participation techniques (and in what sequence
and timing) will obtain the needed information from the
identified publics?

If we know the information which must be exchanged

(from #2), and if we know the publics targeted for this
planning stage (from #3), then we can select the appro-
priate public participation techniques -- whether work-
shops, questionnaires, field offices, etc. -- to communi-
cate the needed information.

The Corps Planning Process

In order to relate this thought process to the Corps of Engineers' plan-
ning process, a short summary of the Corps' preauthorization planning

process is shown below.

The Stages of the Planning Process:

The Corps' preauthorization planning process is divided into three
stages: 1) The Development of a Plan of Study; 2) the Development of
intermediate Plans; and, 3) The Development of Detailed Plans. Each
stage results in a specific "product" which serves as the basis for a
concluding checkpoint conference about the nature, scope and direction
of the study effort. If the project is authorized then there are two
advanced planning phases ‘invelving reformulation of the plans and de-
tailed design; however, the materials in this article apply primarily
to preauthorization planning. The preauthorization planning

process is shown in the diagram below:

Checkpoint Checkpoint Checkpoint
Conference Conference Conference
Develop P.0.S.A\Develop Inter. Plans . Develop Detailed Plans

Stage-by-Stage Public Involvement: Since both the "product”
and the decisions to be made are different for each stage, the
public involvement can be planned on a stage-by-stage basis.
The form of the ‘public involvement as well as the targeted
publics can change for each stage.
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The Public Checkpoint: The conclusion of each stage also pro-
vides the public with an opportunity for reviewing the results
of the planning up to this point and providing guidance to the
next stage (or to the final decision). In this way there is a
"public checkpoint" which precedes the formal interagency and
intraagency review which concludes in the Checkpoint Confer-
ence, as illustrated below.

Checkpoint Checkpoint Checkpoint
Conference Conference Conference
,Develop P.0.S. | Develop Inter. Plans Develop Detailed Plans
\)
| N— 7 7 e J
——19%— °— ¥
Public Public Public
Checkpoint Checkpoint Checkpoint
During the During the Dufing the
Planning Planning Planning
Process Process Process

The "public checkpoints" provide milestones which serve as a
structure of the public involvement program. However, in-
volving the public in a review of the planning is not enough;
the public must also be involved during each planning stage.

Two Types of Public Involvement

As a result different kinds of public involvement take place at different
times in the planning process.

DURING THE PLANNING the public involvement is likely to be aimed more at
"influentials" -- leaders of organized groups or interests, identifiable
community leaders, or representatives of other governmental agencies --
since involving the public in the actual development of alternatives
usually requires a degree of continuity and understanding of the problem
which can't be obtained with the general public. This kind of public
involvement is more likely to be accomplished through interviews, ad-
visory committees, task forces, or workshops. One very important point,
though: Any public involvement which primarily involves "influentials"
rather than the general public must meet two criteria: 1) The "in-
fluentials" involved must be representative of the full range of values,
interests and concerns held by the general public, 2) Each stage of

"influentials" involvement must be followed by some method of review by
a broader public.
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AT THE PUBLIC CHECKPOINTS there is a need for broad involvement of the
general public, if possible. This would be the natural point for larger
meetings coupled with full use of the media. This could also involve a
wide range of informational techniques such as brochures, news stories,
exhibits, telethons, etc. While interested groups or individuals are
eager to be involved early in the planning process, the general public
typically needs something specific to react to before they can partici-
pate effectively.

The Functiona1 Planning Tasks Within Each Planning Stage:

As indicated above, there are at least two d1fferent kinds of public
involvement: 1) Public involvement during the planning process; 2)
Periodic public review of planning efforts. But the choice of public
involvement techniques to be used at a particular point in the planning
process is also shaped by the functional tasks which are predominant
for particular stages of the planning process.

During each of the three stages of planning there are four functional
planning tasks which are performed: 1) Problem Identification; 2) Formu-
lation of Alternatives; 3) Impact Assessment; and, 4) Evaluation.

Within each of these four main planning tasks there are a number of
specific tasks. These include:

PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION

a) Identify public concerns

b) Analyze resource management prob]ems
c) Define the study area

d) Project future conditions-

e) Establish planning conditions

FORMULATION OF ALTERNATIVES

a) Identify measures

b) Categorize applicable management measures
c) Develop plans

d) Consider plans of others

IMPACT ASSESSMENT

a) Determine sources of impacts
b) Identify and trace impacts
¢) Specify incidence of impacts
d) Measure impacts

EVALUATION

ag Appraise planning objective

b Appraise System of Accounts contribution [See the next section]
c) Apply specified evaluation criteria

d) Perform trade-off analysis

e) Designate NED and EQ Plans [See the next section]

then...DETERMINE IF REPEATING THE PLANNING TASKS IS NECESSARY!
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Impact
Assessment

While each of these tasks are performed during each stage of planning,
they are performed with different amounts of emphasis. During the early
portions of a study there is Tikely to be an emphasis on Problem Iden-
tification and Formulation of Alternatives, with a much lesser emphasis
on Impact Assessment and Evaluation. In Tater portions of the study the
emphasis will shift so that Impact Assessment and Evaluation are more
dominant. This difference in emphasis is shown below (but keep in mind
that the emphasis will vary from project-to-project so these are illus-
trative only):

Evalua-
tion

Phase I: Develop Plan of Study

Problem

Impact
Identification

Assess-
ment

Formulation
of
Alternatives

Evalua-
tion Problem

Identification

Phase 1I: Develop Intermediate Plans

Formulation of
Alternatives

Formula-
tion of
Evaluation Alternatives

Phase III: Develop Detailed Plans

Impact
Assessment
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The difference as to which functional planning tasks are emphasized from
one planning phase to the next will be used as a guide in recognizing
which involvement objectives must be accomplished at each stage as well
as a criterion for selection of particular public involvement techniques
e.g.: Which techniques are most suitable for Problem Identification?
Impact Assessment? etc.

Principles and'Standards

The Corps planning process must also conform to the Principles and
Standards developed by the U. S. Water Resources Council.

A major purpose,of the Principles and Standards is to ensure that economic
development and environmental quality be given equal value in the planning
process. To accomplish this the Principles and Standards require that a
National Economic Development (NED) plan and an Environmental Quality (EQ)
plan be developed for each study. The NED plan will be the optimal plan
for “increasing the nation's output of goods."” The EQ plan will be the
optimal plan for protection or enhancement of the natural and cultural
environment. Either plan may contain elements of the other, i.e. the NED
plan may include EQ elements.

In addition, ope or more_other pl i i i
different comb1nnat1ron_s "ot p ann néme gn;e]rgtg.e %Vgrlofgcdorr»?’rpgnccpatdft)s‘@s]ag're
made for plan selection the recommended plan can be the NED plan, the

EQ Plan, or one of the "other plans.”

A statement must also be prepared which indicates the impacts that would
occur if no plan is implemented. In Corps' planning terminology this is
referred to as the "without conditiond."

To make the impacts of the plans visible to the public, the Principles
and Standards require that all plans and the "without condition" be
compared as to their contribution to four accounts: the NED Account,
the EQ Account, the Regional Development (RD) Account, and the Social
Well-Being (SWB) Account.

The Regional Development (RD) Account shows a proposal's effect on a
region's income, employment, population, economic base, environment and
social development.

The Social Well-Being (SWB) Account shows a proposal's effect on real
income, security of 1ife, health and safety, education, cultural and
recreational opportunities, emergency preparedness, etc.

The Statement of Accounts can be shown graphically as follows:

NED ACCOUNT EQ ACCOUNT RD ACCOUNT | SWB ACCOUNT

NED Plan impacts impacts jmpacts impacts
Other Plan impacts impacts impacts impacts
EQ Plan impacts mmpacts impacts impacts
Without Condition impacts mpacts impacts impacts
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The important thing which the Statement of Accounts accomplishes for
public involvement is that it provides a mechanism by which publics can
evaluate plans from several different values perspectives.

Applying the "Thought Process"

The form shown on the next page is designed to assist in applying the
¥thought process" to the Corps of Engineers planning process.

A copy of this form would be required for each of the three major planning
stages: 1) Develop Plan of Study, 2) Develop Intermediate Plans, 3) De-
velop Detailed Plans. In the column on the left are shown the major
functional planning tasks, which will be performed in each planning

stage. The specific planning tasks are shown as well, as they will

assist in identifying the specific information needed from the public.

INFORMATION FROM THE PUBLIC - The next column prov1des space to .indicate
what information will be needed from the public in order to complete the
planning task.

Example:

If the major functional planning task was "Problem Identification"
and the specific planning task was "Project Future Conditions,"

Then the information you need from the public might be:
a) Public attitudes about the desirability of further growth,
b) Any anticipated major developments,

c) Planning policies, zoning laws, etc. of local agencies or
groups which may affect growth patterns.

INFORMATION TO THE PUBLIC - The next column provides space to indicate
what information the Agency must provide to the public in order for the
public to supply the information and judgments indicated in the previous
column.

Example:

If the information needed from the public is "public attitudes
about the desirability of further arowth,"

then the information you need to supply to the public could include:
1) The range of possible actions that can be contemplated.

2) Some of the possible effects these actions could have on
growth.
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SCOPE OF PUBLICS: The next column provides space to indicate which
publics must be provided with the information and from which publics the
information is most likely to be received.

Example:

If the informbtien you needed from the public was "public attitud
about the desirability of further growth, P ttuaes

then the publics from which this information can be obtained would
be a broad general public.

but if the informaticn you needed from the public was. "plannin
policies, zoning laws, etc., of agencies or groups which may a?fect
growth patterns,"

then the publics from which this information could be obtained
would probably be other government agencies, elected officials .
‘and possibly leaders or organized interests.

MOST LIKELY PUBLIC PARTICIPATION TECHNIQUES:

Now that you have identified the Information Exchange that must take
place, and the publics with whom this information exchange must take
place, you can then begin to determine the public participation tech-
niques which are most likely to be useful. These likely public par-
ticipation techniques can be indicated in the right hand column.

Example:

If you wanted to reach a broad general public with information
about "the range of possible actions which could be taken."

then the Tikely public participation techniques would be: bro-
chures, news releases, TV and radio talk shows, paid advertising,

but if you wanted to obtain detailed information i
Taws, zoning Taws, etc. of local agencies or grouggogﬁi Aaﬁg}"g

affect growth patterns,
then the most probable technique would be: 1-1 interviews, mail-

ings or questionnaires, technical advisory groups, small meetings,
etc.

Designing the Public Participation Program

This analysis will Tead to an identification of the critical information
needed to design a public participation program which is integral to the
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planning process. The only remaining tasks in designing the public
participation program are:

1) Evaluate the appropriateness of the public participation
techniques for a particular community and for the level
of public interest (and the budget available) for the
particular planning project.

2) Select the techniques you will use and arrange them in

sequence and timing appropriate to the specific planning
project.
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Introduction to Section III:

INSTITUTIONAL IMPLICATIONS AND CONSTRAINTS

One of IWR's important roles has been as a change agent within the

Corps. Barney Dodge, then a key official in IWR, gives us a reading of
the state of things within the agency several years after General Clarke's
speech (p. 11). He acknowledges that preliminary appraisals from the
field indicate that there were numerous organizational constraints, and
describes the Corps' efforts to come to grips with this.

James Ragan's article goes well as a companion piece with General Clarke's
address and Dodge's article. This is a writeup.0f a field technical
assistance effort by a group of consultants. This chapter, taken from
the full report, gives the consultant's appraisal of the actual level of
effort within the Corps in the early 1970's.

A second chapter by Ragan explicitly identifies organizational con-
straints that can block effective public involvement.

The final two articles reflect thinking about organizational issues
approximately five years later. Jerry Delli Priscoli describes some of
the actions an agency can take to ensure implementation of public in-
volvement, but also indicates the pitfalls and counter-reactions these
actions can set off. Creighton's article returns to the theme-that a
program to implement public involvement in an agency is a program of
fundamental organizational change, and describes some of the organiza-
tional ramifications of effective public involvement programs.
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ACHIEVING PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN THE
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, WATER RESOURCES PLANNING

B. H. Dodge

In recent years, there has developed a vastly increased public interest
and concern in all public agency planning and decision-making, leading
to a demand by the public for a greater voice and influence in the
process. These demands have resulted in a reexamination of planning
styles and have caused much consternation as professional planners were
required to confront the difficult question of the relative rights and
responsibilities of the public versus the planner. This reexamination
has Targely resulted in a determination that the elitist style of plan-
ning, with the planner proposing and the public simply accepting or re-
jecting, was no longer appropriate. This is clear from the prolifera-
tion in the Titerature of many terms describing a new and more demo-
cratic style of planning--participatory planning, open planning, fish-
bowl planning, or simply public participation in planning. All of
these terms are relatively synonomous. They all describe a planning
process which emphasizes a continuous two-way flow of information
between the planner and the.public which he serves. Within the Corps
this subject has been given major attention for the past several years.

Public involvement in Corps of Engineers' water resource planning ac-
tivities is not an entirely new concept. For several decades the Corps -
has worked closely with the official representatives of the public
during ©lanning and has sought the views of the general public at
selected points during the planning process, usually at the beginning
and end of a study. In recent years, however, it has become clear that
this level of public input to planning is not sufficient. During the
past two years the Corps has been attem ting to incorporate into jts
planning a greater level of public invo?vement This paper descr1bes
the efforts to achieve this goal and relates some of the successes
which have been realized, as well as-some of the problems and issues
which have resulted.

A concerted effort to actually get new emphasis on public involvement
into the Corps' planning began, insofar as its district offices are
concerned, with a week-long conference in February 1971. This con-
ference, attended by all Corps' planning chiefs and public affairs
officers, was to discuss the changing requirements for public partici-
pation and how best to respond to them. General Clarke, the Chief of
Engineers, summarized the situation this way:

This paper was prepared while the author was the Director of the Center
for Advanced Planning, Institute for Water Resources. It was first
pubTished in the Water Resources Bulletin, Vol. 9., No. 3, June 1973,

p 448.
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In the past we have conducted our planning activities with a
relatively small percentage of the people who have actually
been concerned, primarily federal, state and local govern-
ment officials of one kind or another. Today there are, in
addition, vast numbers of private citizems who, individually,
or in groups and organizations and through their chosen
representatives, are not only keenly interested in what we
are doing with the Nation's water resources but who want to
have a voice and influence in the planning and management of
those resourcee «.. we cannot and must not ignore [thesel
other V01CeE8 «es

Still quoting General Clarke:

I consider public participation of eritical importance to the
Corps' effectiveness as a public servant. It ie ... an area I
won't be satisfied with until we can truly say that the Corps
is doing a superb Job.

During this conference more questions and problems were posed than
answers or solutions were offered. But it was a beginning.

Shortly after that conference, a new Corps planning regulation, "Public
Participation in Water Resources Planning," was issued. The regulation

reiterated the need for and importance of public participation in Corps

planning and defined public participation as follows:

Public Participation ie a continuous, two-way communication
process which involves: (1) promoting full public understand-
ing of the processes and mechanisms through which water re-
sources problems and needs are investigated and solved by the
Corps; (2) keeping the public fully informed about the status
and progress of studiee and the findings and implications of
plan formulation and evaluation activities; and (3) actively
soliciting from all concerned citizens their opinions and
perceptions of objectives and needs, and their preferences
regarding resource use and altermative development or manage-
ment strategies, and any other information and aseistance
relevant to plan formulation and evaluation.

The regulation also defined a number of explicit program objectives

and policies, all of which stress the need for the Corps to "take the
initiative" in encouraging, promoting and even assisting the public to
participate in Corps planning. Also, the regulation required that public
participation be an integral part of each Corps study, including ongoing
studies.

Finally, the regulation, after recognizing that "there is no single best

approach to public participation,"” suggested a basic three-step process
to be followed in developing public participation plans.
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First: To define as clearly as possible at each step in the plan-
ning process what information the public needs from the Corps and
what information the Corps needs from the public.

Second: To identify the various publics, or interests, which
should be involved in the study.

Third: To consider different a?proaches which can be used to
establish communication and dialogue; e.g., hearings, use of media,
newsletters, workshops, etc.

Obviously this process must be both continuing and reiterative through-
out the planning process and it is not as simple and unidirectional as
described.

In addition to the regulation, a number of actions have been and are
being taken by the Office of the Chief of Engineers and the Corps Insti-
tute for Water Resources to assist field offices in implementing the
program:

0 Issued a number of publications on the subject, and several
studies are currently underway in a continuing effort which
‘are exploring various aspects.

0 Distributed a programmed course of instruction to assist
planners in thinking about and dealing with their public
participation problems in terms of their Tocal situations.

0 Established a Technical Assistance Program through which
public participation consultants are being made available to
14 Corps districts to assist them in the development
and implementation of public participation programs. We are
now beginning an evaluation of this effort in order to make
the experiences of the consultants and the district planners
useful to all Corps offices.

0 Planning for a "Citizen Participation Manual" which will be
distributed widely by the Corps to explain to the public, in
clear terms, what we do, how we do it, and how citizens can
participate most effectively in our planning process.

0 The Chief of Engineers has sent letters and information to
over 60 national organizations with widely ranging in-
terests, informing them of the Corps public participation
policies and asking them to encourage their members to get
involved in Corps planning. The Chief has also asked all
field offices to send similar letters to organizations within
their own areas of jurisdiction.
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) Finally, after a year of experience in implementing the Chief's
policy and guidance, we are assessing the results and, from
that, determining future action priorities with respect to
providing further assistance.

In the final analysis, however, public involvement cannot be judged on
the basis of actions taken at the Washington level, but by the extent

to which the Corps district offices are successful in making their
planning more responsive and sensitive to public needs and desires.

One district's program developed during the recent Technical Assistance
Program may be helpful in illustrating typical problems and effects of
such efforts. This district was typical of most of Corps districts--the
normal level of public involvement in studies consisted of two or three
public meetings during the study, supplemented by periodic announce-
ments, notices and press releases. The district also recently had one
of its major projects halted by court injunction. Early discussion with
the district planning staff identified several problems which they
recognized as being crucial:

1. The planners were convinced that the public meetings that
they had been holding were not adequate to obtain the
input needed from the public. Usually the attendance
consisted of Federal agencies, public officials, and
proponents of a Corps project. Some way to achieve a
more balanced perspective in reading the public mind had
to be found.

2. There had been very little success in interesting the
public in water resources planning. The usual news
releases and public notices had either not reached a
significant segment of the public or had failed to convey
to them the significance of the study being undertaken.

3. There had been very little debate over study problems and
issues during the study. Opposition to plans was only
surfaced at the completion of a study effort when changes
to proposed solutions were difficult to make.

In short, the district recognized that it had problems but was not sure
how to proceed in solving them.

In order to avoid the problems associated with attempting to design a
public involvement program in general terms, the district was requested
to select an ongoing studv. f i

implemented. Tge s%udy sé]eggegh}%Co?vggogrgmog?g%dwﬁ$cﬁe¥gl88%%0%"%0
many urban areas--a small stream flowing through the city, with develop-
ment pressures being exerted on flood plain lands and corresponding
deterioration of stream quality, diminishing of aesthetic values and
frequent flooding. It was decided that any approach to public involve-
ment should include at least three objectives: 1) to inform the public
about the role of the Corps in the study, and to stimulate the public to
participate actively; 2) to obtain from the public its views on the
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problems and issues which should be addressed during the study and

later to obtain preferences from diverse segments of the public concern-

ing alternative strategies for dealing with the problems and issues; and,
3) to coordinate the views of the public with their official representa-

tives who ultimately would be responsible for implementing any solution.

The first phase of ‘the program consisted of education stimulation ac-
tivities. Contacts were made with representatives of the major media
in the area~-radio, television and newspapers. An early meeting was
held with media representatives to make contact and to initiate a
continuing relationship which was hoped would result in more extensive
and better informed coverage of the study effort. This meeting was
only moderately successful. The news media were distrustful of the
Corps--they didn't really believe the Corps was interested in local
views and preferred to adopt a wait-and-see attitude. One useful out-
come of the meeting, however, was the realization that the media was
not well informed about the Corps, about the study, or even concerning
the problems associated with the creek. Following this meeting, an
effort was made to furnish” information on study progress to the media
on a regular basis. This has not resulted in a substantial increase in
the amount of news coverage, but the coverage has tended to be much
more informing than is usually the case.

Early meetings were also held with governmental officials--Federal,
state and local. These meetings were held for the purpose of briefing
these officials on the study, to obtain information on related programs
administered by these officials, and to explain the proposed public
participation program. Some reluctance on the part of local officials
to giving the public a greater role in the study had been expected.
However, the converse proved to be true. Elected city officials were
not anxious to take an active part in the publi¢ involvement program.
They preferred that the Corps deal directly with citizen groups while
coordinating with local staff agencies. The elected officials indicated
that they would monitor the program and expected that they would be
able to make better decisions at the appropriate points in the study as
a result of the citizen involvement.

While these meetings were going on, the planners were making a concerted
effort to identify the various interests who should be actively con-
sulted during the study. For purposes of identification the public

was subdivided into two major groups--region-wide interests and neigh-
borhood groups. At this point, the district decided to organize a
citizens advisory committee as a means of maintaining regular contact
with local interests. This was important as the district office is
located approximately 175 miles from the city for which the study was
being conducted.

Specific individuals and interest groups were identified through a pro-
cess of interviewing and search of records such as tax rolls, newspaper
files, and local agency mailing 1ists. Interviews were conducted with
selected groups representing a wide range of potential interests for the
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purpose of supplementing lists. Each property owner in the flood plain
was contacted by letter in order to obtain his views on use of creek-
side land and to learn what organizations existed locally that repre-
sented the interests of property owners.

Finally, the citizens advisory committee was established. The Corps
planners selected certain organizations which they felt represented the
full range of interests impacted by the study. These organizations were
contacted and invited to select an individual who would represent the
organization on the committee. Almost all organizations who were in-
vited responded favorably and are now represented. It is important to
note that the committee is advisory in nature--the members are not

asked to vote as a body. The purpose of the committee is to bring
diverse and often conflicting interests together to discuss issues, prob-
lems and solutions. The members of the committee are asked to attempt
to speak for their respective organizations. It is hoped that this will
encourage discussions regarding the study at regular organizational
meetings. The members aré also asked to assume several responsibilities
such as assembling information for distribution to a broader public;

the neighborhood groups are asked to serve as the focal point for the
collection and dissemination of information to citizens residing in
their neighborhoods; and the committee is asked to assist with such jobs
as addressing mailings, updated mailing lists, telephoning and writing
meeting summaries. The committee will meet every six to eight weeks
throughout the study.

It is important to note that the committee operates below the political
level. No governmental representatives are on the committee, although
they are invited to attend committee meetings as observers and are en-
couraged to respond to committee members' questions when appropriate,
Summaries of committee meetings are regularly furnished to elected of-
fgﬁga]s and to all Federal, state and local agencies concerned with the
study.

In addition to the citizens advisory committee, several open public
meetings will be held. Information resulting from the study is being
regularly furnished to the local news media as well as directly to a
Targe list of individuals in the area. The advisory committee is ex-
pected to take a lead role in organizing and conducting the public
meetings, hopefully increasing its sense of representing local interests.

The program just described is getting underway. The response to the
formation and functioning of the committee has been good. At this point
the members are enthusiastic and are taking their responsibilities
seriously. Their actions generated considerable publicity in the local
news media. More important, the direction and scope of the study

has been modified. Initially the study, as envisioned by Corps planners,
was to determine whether flood control measures could be economically
justified. After the interviews with local citizens and the initial
meetings of the advisory committee, it has been determined that this is
not the singular problem which should be addressed. Such issues as land
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use, regional recreation, neighborhood amenities and desirable
community growth patterns have been recognized as being central to any
decision concerning the creek. These issues are being discussed and
will influence the result of the planning effort.

This is only one example among public involvement programs being imple-
mented by Corps district offices. Other districts have approached the
problem differently. It is difficult at this point to judge which ap-
proaches will be most successful, if indeed any can be so judged. But
we have Tearned that there are several basic problems which must be
solved if any program is to be successful.

Resources for public involvement are time and money and most planners
§TF€§H§_?ée] that they are short of both. Today, in the Corps, moiﬁ new
studies are concerned with large urban areas where many of the problems

are severe and require a solution in much less time than the average

six to seven years usually spent on a major study. The goal is to complete
each urban water study in a period not to exceed 30 months. This
compresses many study activities in a much shorter time and leaves the
planner much less time to spend on public involvement activities.

Public participation also costs money; some estimates are now ranging

from 10-25 percent of study funds,

Changing nature of public values. Consider a typical river study begun
in 1958, completed in 1964, with construction (if this be the case) com-
pleted in 1972. During this period public values are likely to change
significantly. It is unlikely, for example, that the planner would

have been able to successfully anticipate the increased interest in the
environment, even had there been a great amount of public involvement in
the planning effort. In fact, during this period, the concerned public
itself would have shifted to another generation.

Uncontrollable planning agenda. One of the realities of public partici-
pation is that the engagement process cannot be neatly confined to an
agenda of pure water resources issues. Once engaged, the public will
not be patient with procedural niceties and organizational delays. The
scope of concern may well be broadened to include issues for which the
planning agency has no direct responsibility. This indicates that the
planning process must be flexible and also argues for early involvement
so that the scope of the study can be determined early enough to allow
some allocation of study resources to all issues of concern. This prob-
lem comes up in almost all studies.

Evaluating and using public feedback. How does one take public pref-

erences into account during decision making? On almost every issue

there are bound to be those who are unalterably for or against something,

with all shades of opinion in between. There are also likely to be

~ differences between local views and regional or even national views. How
does one weigh the preferences of th ivi i

supply rese;%oir might be built vs. %i%sé1%%n%hénc?%igge%hghﬁggdatwgter

water? We have no answers to this problem. At the present time it

comes down to this--someone finally has to make some decisions--the
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Corps, a state governor, the Congress and the President. One can only
say that these decision makers should be able to make better decisions
with the information provided through a public involvement program than
had they only the information provided by the professional planner.

Skills. In concluding this paper, it is important to give considerable
emphasis to one final problem. Although it is under the heading of
"skills," it goes much deeper than that simple word. It is a difficult
problem today. It will become increasingly difficult as the focus of
water resources activity continues to shift toward larger urban areas.

The burden of achieving public involvement falls principally upon the
planner. This is true in large measure because he has the most direct
and intimate control over the planning procedure and has the choice of
including or failing to include the input from the community at various
stages of planning, as well as the choice over the method of the input
from the community. He is also the one who has the technical informa-
tion or can develop the information necessary for serious discussion

and choice of alternative solutions to a problem. Planners are an
elitist group who often prefer to make decisions without full input from
those being affected by the project. This is largely true of all planners
and derives from traditional concepts of "professionalism." I am con-
fident it is true of most public works planners, even after recognizing
that there is a minority of mavericks who are an exception to any gen-
eralization like this. Taking the Corps planners as an example, there
are about 2,000 scattered throughout the Nation in over 50 offices,

Eight percent are college graduates: nine percent have masters degrees; -

one percent have Ph.D.'s; and eight percent have had some college.
That accounts for 98%. Their economic status is one of comfortable or

modest affluence. They are well educated professionals and quite
naturally hold to particular sets of values, moral and ethical -codes
and judgements on the good and bad features of our society.

These are some of the elements that, taken collectively, comprise what a
sociologist might call a subculture. The members of any single sub-
culture tend to consider any other subculture to be inferior. It is
extremely difficult to accept and honestly believe that any other sub-
culture could be as good, let alone superior, to one's own. Although
most are broadminded enough to suspect that the extremely affluent just
might have something better. '

What has all this to do with the planner and his efforts to involve the
public in his planning? He has enough of a challenge in trying to in-
volve those who are largely at his own general social level. He finds it
only a little more difficult to involve those who are above him in the
social hierarchy. As he begins to look to large urban areas, he

faces a large and important part of urban populations who are culturally
or economically different. These are the people that we call disadvan-
taged, under privileged, and many other euphemisms to avoid saying the
poor. There are also minority groups who are not necessarily poor

cling to ethnic heritages. Some of these people have cultures which
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they regard as equal to or superior to ours. If the planner approaches
the task with any semblance of patronizing condescension, he is going to
find himself helpless to understand, let alone communicate, effectiyely
with those sectors of our urban populations. Yet it is essentiai t aL he
does communicate.

I would like to suggest two things that might make a beginning on this
problem. .F1rst, the planner should try to free himself from that pervasive
and fallacious myth most of us have that there is a strong correlation
between economic and social status, racial and ethnic background on the

one hand, and basic intelligence on the other. One eminent sociologist
insists, on the basis of indepth study, that it takes more brains to

make a living and survive as a hustler or finagler in a ghetto than it

does to be a planner.

Second, it would help to quit thinking of our total society as a vertical
hierarchy with its implicit evaluation that up is better than down. We
ought to begin to visualize our society horizontally with all its sub-
cultures standing side by side as neighbors. I doubt if any mortal is
really qualified to judge their relative merits and, for the planner,
such judgements must be regarded as completely irrelevant.

In summary, the Corps has recognized the need for a greater degree of
public involvement in its planning and is making efforts to achieve this
goal. There are no easy handbook answers--much of the success of any
public participation program depends on the planner's own attitudes,

his sensitivity to human concerns, and a relationship of mutual trust,
respect and cooperation between the planner and the public. These elements
are not easy to bring all together--they can't be achieved by directives
or regulations alone. The planner must experience public participation
and the public must experience a situation where its views are sincerely
solicited and taken into account in the decision-making process. The
Corps is trying to provide this experience.
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AN EVALUATION OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
IN CORPS OF ENGINEERS FIELD OFFICES

by James F. Ragan

In the fall of 1971, the Institute for Water Resources initiated a Technical
Assistance Program (TAP] to provide 13 districts and 2 Corps divisions with

consultants to assist in expanding and improving public participation
-activities. In addition, IWR contracted for research to assess the effec-
tiveness of district programs in order to determine the following:

Where problems exist;
What modified or additional guidance is needed;

What successful public participation experiénces might be
applied more broadly.

This report is a result of that research.

The overall objective of this research is to evaluate the current public
participation practices in selected Corps field offices and to provide
planners in all field offices with specific experiential guidance on how
to integrate increased public participation into their planning.

The field offices selected for this evaluation were as follows:

The 13 districts and 2 divisions provided with assistance
under the TAP consultant program: the districts of Detroit,
Honolulu, Kansas City, Mobile, New Orleans, New York, Omaha,
Pittsburgh, Sacramento, St. Louis, Tulsa, Walla Walla and
Wilmington (NC); and the North Pacific and North Central
Divisions.

The Seattle .and Rock Island Districts.!

1The evaluation portion of this repc-t encompasses only the activities of
these 17 field offices; other Corps districts and divisions must assess

the evaluation's applicability to their own programs.

Reprinted from: IWR Report 75-6, James F. Ragan, Jr., "Public Participation
in Water Resources Planning: An Evaluation of the Programs of 15 Corps of
Engineers Districts." U.S. Army Engineer Institute for Water Resources,
Fort Belvoir, Virginia, Nov 1975.
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This research is based on the following evidence:

1. Written evaluations from and interviews with each of the
TAP consultants: David J. Allee, Bruce A. Bishop, Thomas E.
Borton, Donald G. Butcher, James F. Ragan, Katharine P. Warner,
J. William Wenrich, Ann Widditsch and Robert D, Woff,

2. Material used by the field offices in designing and implementing
their programs.

3. Field office interviews and responses to written questions.

The public participation programs of the 13 TAP-assisted districts are
discussed in terms of (1) how they plan for such participations (2) what
the district purposes for puhlic participation are; (3) how they decide
what publics should be involved; (4) what techniques they have employed;
and, (5) how they review, monitor and evaluate their public participation
efforts.

A. PLANNING FOR PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

None of the 13 districts regularly and systematically plans for public

ici ion in i i ‘No district has form i
%%Etggg%% %% Eﬂe%%%t%t% 1&%ith study bﬁan%1¢%ﬁ ormally articulated

What the district wants--and doesn't want--from the public;

How concerned publics should be identified;

The appropriate level of study effort that should be
assigned to public involvement;

Who within the district is pri i i
designing and impsl ementi nsg % lpm)mi]cy p%er 1%r%sp1a ]i%nf%rffort;

The information desired from the public at various study
stages;

The optional ways that information might be obtained;

How the information will be used in study analysis.

As a result, most districts begin thei i i
concept of how the pubtlic can gonntrnﬁ}{e sggdgﬁéirwx}c?rl?.n]y a general

As evidence of this deficiency in public participation planning, the Plan
of Survey (also referred to as the Plan of Study or the Plan of Investi-
gation) is cited. A Plan of Survey, which details the study work to be
accomplished, must contain a section describing the proposed public
participation. In this section describing the proposed public

public hearings, talk ‘about getting the views of "local interests,’ and
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perhaps mention a number of potential techniques for more intensive public.
involvement (e.g., workshops, citizen advisory committees). The Plan of
Survey does not commit them. It decidedly does not contain a public
participated plan. Most studies are initiated and study budgets set
before the Districts have seriously reflected on how to-invoqve the public.

The above observations apply, for the most part, to multipurpose pre-
authorization studies. On some priority studies (e.g., the Columbia River
and Tributaries Study [CRT], some urban studies), the Corps has strongly
emphasized public involvement and has provided sufficient funds for its
realization. Plans for public participation have been designed for these

studies--at least through the studies' initial phases.

B. PURPOSES FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Wh-i ] di S i : . ’ a t 1 ) » i . .
S ATt JA% T TRLY oFHY YR LTS TR RS TRRAHRHS
they want from the public on a water resources study. All 13 districts
responded that they want: (1) problem and need identification; and,

(2) preferences for alternative solutions. Many districts said, however,

that the public cannot adequately identify problems and needs and that
districts have difficulty weighing the conflicting preferences from
different sectors of the public.

Some districts added to the above "wants® from the pﬁb]ic:
Identification of imbacts of potential alternatives;
Opponent confrontation; | | |
Identification’of alternative solutions;

Public acceptance (as opposed to preferences) of the
recommended solution;

Public objections to alternatives under study;
Technical data (e.g., flood damage data).

These purposes are consistent with OCE guidances. However, they are
presénted from the Corp's perspective; i.e. the districts want
technical information,'idehtif#tation of needs and probTems, and
indication of solution preferences leading to the best solution to a
water resources problem. None of the 13 districts answered the i
from the public's perspective; i.e., the Corps wants to develop gg§f1on
solutions that are compatible with broader community goals and values.

Perhaps this is a subtle distinction, but it could indicate why districts

occasionally get into difficulty proposing solutions for which there is
significant opposition. Two examples illustrate the point: :
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One district wanted to find out whether a Tocal
community desired recreational opportunities around

a proposed damj; the district discovered that many
in the community questioned the dam itself.

Ahother district wanted community recommendations
as to where not to dump the spoils from a dredging
operation; it might have questioned whether the
community wanted the dredging project in the first
place.

Sections C through E describe what the 13 districts are doing to
achieve the above purposes for public participation.

IDENTIFICATION OF PUBLICS

In designing a public participation component for a study, once the
district decides what it wants from the public, the next step is to
decide who the public is.

A1l 13 districts use a district mailing 1ist as the basis_for
jdentifying the publics who might be interested in a specific study.
The mailing list is a compilation of governmental and private organi-
zations and individuals who, by virtue of their position or indication

of interest, need or want to be apprised of district planning activi-
ties. The mailing list's primary purpose is to identify parties for

notification of forthcoming public meetings. Thus, most 1ists are
categorized by:

Members of Congress

Federal officials and agencies
State legislators

State officials and agencies
Regional officials and agencies
Local officials and agencies
Special local districts
Postmasters

Media

Organizations and individuals (sometimes subcategorized
as to type--e.g., industry and commerce, environment)
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There are some people {notably congressmen and governors) who must be
notified, and it is assumed that notice distribution to the media and
postmasters (who post meeting notices) will reach the broader public.

The emphasis of most district mailing 1ists is on governmental officials
and agencies; as many as 45 percent of the names are Federal officials
and agencies, with another 35 percent made up from other public bodies.

No district regualrly categorizes its mailing 1ist according to
"interest" (e.g., fish and wildlife, recreational boating, land develop-
ment, economic development, ecological preservation). Inasmuch as the
principal purpose of the mailing list is to identify people for public
meetings, and not to identify interests that should be contacted, this
"interest" categorization has not been deemed necessary.

Mailing 1ist maintenance {i.e., updating) by districts is not systematic.
Most try to update the public official portion of the list at each
election, but some districts continue to send notices to former officials
until they are notified of office changes. Most districts avoid this
problem by sending notices to the office, rather than the specific
officeholder, at the official place of business. The problem is more
acute with private organizations for which the official place of business
changes with the election of new officers (e.g., the League of Women
Voters, the Sierra Club).. Notices sent to executives of these organiza-
tions may only belatedly find their way to the new officeholders. Thus,
mailing 1ist maintenance is normally done on the basis of returned

notices (indicating a person's change of address or demise) and of letters
sent to the Corps advising of change of address, change of office, or

wish to be included or deleted from the Tist.

On a specific study, the study manager normally compiles his study
mailing list by:

Starting from the district list:
Adding to it from other agency mailing 1ists;
Asking contacted individuals to add to it;

Adding the names of persons who attend public
meetings or other study sessions.

Thus, a study mailing Tist grows throughout the course of the study.
While the mailing lists may be adequate to notify parties of public

meetings, there are problems in using them as the primary basis for
identifying people for more intensive public participation. First,

- because public meetings are "official” sessions, fully 75 to 80 percent

of most mailing 1ists comprise public officials and agencies (as many
as 45 percent are Federal, with many of these in national or regional
offices). Private organizations and individuals are not more strongly
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represented on the lists simply because they are much harder to identify.
Second, mailing lists are hard to maintain; a studv manager just doesn't
haye the time. Third, many districts have several district lists: one
for planning, one for design and construction, and one for each of the
district operational functions. In some cases, the anvironmental and
recreation sections may have separate lists. Some districts have tried
to consolidate and even computerize all district 1ists, but the practice
is not uniform. Fourth, mailing lists categorized by public organiza-
tion, media, and all others make it difficult.to identify potential
interests to be contacted for special sessions. The study manager has
no easy way to identify such interestss; he must persue the list and try
to associate interests with organizational titles. This may be possible
for organizations, but it is impossible for individuals--unless they and
their interests are well-known. Moreover, if study managers change
during the course of a study, the new study manager must start again.

Most districts indicated their dissatisfaction with the way they identify

publics, but they seem to accept their dissatisfaction as something that
will always be present ("We could always do more, if we had the staff.").

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION TECHNIQUES

Each of the 13 districts has employed at least 5 of 14 different
techniques to inform and educate the public and/or obtain information on
an individual study. The types of techniques, and the percentages of the
13 districts that have used them, are listed on the following page. As
shown in the table, the techniques used most frequently by the 13
districts are public meetings, informational brochures, advisory commit-
tees, media content analysis, public speeches and newsletters.

1. Public Meetings

Public Meetings are the cornerstone of the public participation
programs of all 13 Districts. Other techniques for public involve-
ment are added as the situations demand.

On preauthorization studies, the districts generally adhere to the
requirement for three public meetings; the first to announce the
initiation of the study and seek public identification of problems;
the second to present the array of feasible alternatives; and the
third--at the study's conclusion--to present the District Engineer's
tentative recommendation of the "best" alternative.

To announce the public meetings, many of the 13 districts continue
to prepare and distribute a one-to-two page, formal, legalistic
document setting forth the study's authorization, the geogiaphical
area, and the problems to be studied. Some districts, however, have
experimented with changes in format and supplementary documents to
interest more people. For example. some districts. have experimented
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TABLE 1

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION TECHNIQUES EMPLOYED

Obtain Inform and
Information Educate
(Percent of (Percent of
Districts) Districts)
PubTlic Meetings 100 100
Informational Brochures 38 92
Advisory Committees - 77 | 62
Media Content Analysis 77 15
Public Speeches | 15 | 77
Newsletters 15 54
Community Surveys 46 15
Workshops o 38 38
Public Forums o 38 38
Study Task Forces 38 ‘ 23
Informal Meetings | 31 23
Public Inquiries 31 8
Seattle-Type Brochures 23 | 38:
Briefing Sessions -- 8

155



with more graphic announcements (utilizing maps, stylistic drawings,
pamphlets, and/or more public-relations-oriented type faces).?

Others have couched their announcements in popular language. Some
districts have expanded their announcements to include statements

of problems under investigation, ask for problem identification,

and, at-a later stage, summarize the alternatives under study.3 A
few districts have supplemented the announcements with press releases
that might be used verbatim by newspapers. A few districts send

two press releases: the first, two weeks before a public meeting;
and the second, a reminder, one week before the meeting.

No districtsindicated that public meeting attendance has increased
because of these innovations, although the assumption is that people
are better prepared to speak on the issues at the meeting.

Most public meetings follow a similar format:

The district engineer presides.

The district engineer explains the Corps' role, places
it in historical perspective, and describes the study's
authorization.

A district staff member (normally the chief of planning
or the study manager) explains what has been done to
date on the study.

Public testimony is invited.

Most districtscontinue to follow protocol in taking testimony
(i.e., congressional representatives first, then Federal officials,
state officials, local officials and the general public), although
a few have begun to take testimony at random--after congressional
representatives have spoken.

Normally, the public meeting is a one-way communication device; the
Corps staff makes its presentation, the public provides its testi-
mony, and there is no discussion. No statement by any party, no
matter how erroneous it may seem, is challenged.

A1l testimony is recorded, people are invited to submit written
statements for the record, and all such testimony is made a part of
the report submitted to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors.

2pittsburgh District, public meeting on Muddy Creek Dam Project; New Orleans
District, public meeting on Wallace Lake Flood Control Project; North
Pacific Division, public meeting on CRT.

3pittsburgh District, public meeting on the Monongahela River Basin Study;
Seattle District, all public meeting announcements.
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In one or two of the 13 districts, a district staff member
(normally the study manager) has remained in the community the day
following the public meeting to obtain additional comments.

One qistrict has experienced considerable difficulty with the public
meeting because one local group, strongly antagonistic toward the
Corps, has used the meetings as a platform to attack the Corps. -
Other citizens have approached the district after the meetings to
say that they would have spoken, but felt intimidated. The one-way
communication method, where anyone can say anything, facilitates
such attacks. The press can then be expected to highlight the
.public "opposition" to the Corps and not to highlight the issues
_that the Corps is seeking to resolve.

A11 13 districts questioned the value of the first public meeting;
they have nothing to tell the public, and it is unlikely that the
public has anything to tell them. Public statements generally
center on support for--or opposition to--the study. Nevertheless,
districts interpret Corps regulations as requiring such a meeting
to "kick off" the study, and they continue to hold them.

Districts do not get the needed citizen involvement through public
meetings. They ascertain official positions, but they usually

obtain only negative public response to alternatives; if significant
opposition to one or more of the alternatives develops, the Districts
will reevaluate those alternatives and, perhaps, focus on others.
Proponents of alternatives are less likely to attend and speak,
feeling that they have made their positions clear to the Corps by
other means. Public meetings do not currently permit dialogue

among opposing forces that might lead to acceptable compromises.

2. Informational Brochures

A11 but one of the 13 districts have used informational brochures,
principally to inform and educate the public on a study. They have
been used in one of the following ways: ‘

a. On 1argé studies, at the outset of the study, to describe
what the study is to do."*

b. To describe pertinent study facts as background to public
meetings, workshops, or other methods for obtaining public
comments. >

YNorth Pacific Division, The Columbia River and Its Tributaries; Tulsa
District, The Mid-Arkansas River Basin. ’

5Walla Walla District, Big Wood River and Tributaries; St. Louis District,
East St. Louis Flood Control Project. ‘
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c. To present, in laymen's terms, the district findings and
recommendations on a study prior to or following the final
public meeting.®

Only one district uses the informational brochure on every study.
The others have used it on an ad hoc basis.

Advisory Committees

Ten of the 13 districts indicated that they have used advisory

committees, principally to obtain information. Most of the
committees have been established by the districts to provide them
with a regular forum for district testing of problems and=potential
solutions. These districts want to listen to the discourse among
committee members to get a broader sense of public opinion, and
they have not asked the committees for advice or for a formal
position.

A few districts have used existing community organizations as
"advisory committees” on specific studies. One example is a locally
established community flood-control committee, which is used by the
district to test problem solutions; no recommendations from the
committee are sought. Another example is a community organization
that invited the district to attend a series of meetings in order
for the committee to provide some clarifying information on a study.

One district has, until recently, used district-established state
environmental committees to review the environmental aspects of all
district studies in the state. These committees have taken formal
positions on various alternatives.

Finally, many districts undertaking urban studies are considering
citizen committees to advise and assist the districts in implemen-
ting a public participation component in the studies. Their role
will be to identify who should be involved, to suggest how they
should be involved, and to assist in implementing the various public
participation techniques.

Except for the already established organizations, committee
memBership is determined by the district. Most committees have both
public and private representatives. One district has restricted
committee membership to private representatives, believing that
public representatives are less likely to speak freely until their
official agency position has been articulated.

6Detroit District, Grand River Basin; Omaha District, Perry Creek Basin
and Sand Creek and Toll Gate Creek Basin; New York District, Passaic

River Basin.
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Most of the districts have sought organizational representation
because their representatives have access to more people. A few
districts have selected individuals, rather than organizations, in
an attempt to reach people who represent different interests in the
community; the latter approach places a burden on the district to
identify all relevant interests--and on the wndividuals to speak
only for their interests.

Six of the districts said that the adyisory committee is one of the
most effective techniques they have used to obtain information.
Such committees provide continuity of participation, and, as the
representatives gain greater understanding of the study and come to
know the other members and their positions, dialogue among the
members is professional and valuable. One district dissented,
feeling that citizen advisory committees are not valuable because
they cannot mirror the population, but are only a group of people
with diverse interests talking about study issues, and there is no
way of knowing how strongly and broadly the feelings of the individual
members are held.

Media Content Analysis

Most of the districts indicated that they use media content analysis
to obtain information from the public. However, the input for such
analysis is usually restricted to newspaper clipping services
(undertaken by either the public affairs officer (PAO) or local
news services), focusing on articles about the Corps and its spe-
cific studies. Many of the articles clipped are press impressions
and reporting of public meetings. The primary benefits of this
type of media content analysis are that: (1) the district learns
how the Corps is regarded, at least by the press in the community;
and, (2) the district finds out how its meetings are being reported
in the press: what the general public is hearing and not hearing.
There is little indication, however, that the district's study
conduct has changed because of media content analysis.

Public Speeches

A1l the districts indicated the use of public speeches to inform and
educate the public. A1l speeches are given at the initiation of
other organizations (e.g., engineering societies, service clubs);

no circumstance was found in which a district sought out an organi-
zation. This suggests that most speeches are made to friendly forums
(because few opposing groups seem to want to give the Corps a
soapbox") and that the primary value (not to be minimized) of public
speeches Ties in improving the Corps' image.

The district engineer is the most frequent public speaker, but he
usually confines himself to important organizations and to broad
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Corps policies and issues. The chiefs of engineering and planning
also make many speeches; their topics are more study-oriented. 1In
some districts the study manager also makes such speeches, but

this is rare. Study-oriented speeches generally stay at a high
level of generality, presenting the background of a study, progress,
and some- of the alternatives under consideration, illustrated with
slides of successful Corps projects.

6. Newsletters

Seven of the 13 districts have-used newsletters to keep the general
public informed of study progress. These have been used almost
exclusively on large studies in a large geographical area; they are
not distributed regularly (i.e., monthly, quarterly), but only when
the Corps feels it has something new to say. One of the best is
the "Studygram" distributed as part of the Columbia River and
Tributaries Study in the Pacific Northwest. The two issues distrib-
~uted thus far have highlighted study progress, the use of public
input to this point, and forthcoming events for public participation-7
Interestingly, no District judged the newsletter to be one of the
most effective means for informing and educating.

With the exception of the citizen advisory committees, all of the above
most-used techniques (public meetings, informational brochures, media
content analysis, public speeches, newsletters) are directed to the
general public rather than to specific interests.® Moreover, only the
public meetings and the citizen committees (and, to a Timited extent,
media content analysis) are used to obtain information. The important
point of these observations is that they are consistent with district
emphasis on the public meeting as the principal technique for public
involvement. The audience for public meetings is the general public,
so it seems consistent for districts to place great emphasis on informing
and educating the public for participation at these public meetings.

7. Community Surveys

Six of the districts have used community surveys to obtain information
from the public. This is the one technique that districts have
employed to try to identify community attitudes, interests, goals

and viewpoints against which the district can assess how various
alternatives might be received by the community. In most cases, the
surveys have been conducted by outside organizations, and the districts

7North Pacific Division, Columbia River and Tributaries Studygrams.

8While public speeches are given to specific groups, the fact that they are
initiated by the groups themselves indicates that the districts do not use

them to reach specific interests.
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have been unhappy with the results; the surveys did not tell them
what they needed to know. In one case, the district piggybacked

on a broader survey to ask a series of water-resource related
questions. The district did not use the community responses to the
other questions to gauge community attitudes toward water problems
in relation to other problems. ‘

Workshops

Probably the most frequently suggested technique for public
involvement is the workshop, and yet only 5 of the 13 Districts
have used it--both to obtain information and to inform and educate.

Workshops have been used to encourage citizens to ask questions
about the study and to discuss the various alternatives under study.
On the Columbia River and Tributaries Study, workshops are also
being used for problem identification. Most districts have treated
workshops as informal public meetings; they are an open forum for an
interchange of ideas, unconstrained by protocol matters such as who
speaks first and the need for a verbatim public record. Normally,
the district engineers do not attend such sessions, believing that
their presence might make the sessions more official and formal.

A1l districts try to obtain local sponsorship for the sessions.

Most workshops are open to the general public, and few districts
attempt to ensure that certain critical interests will be represented.
As a result, attendance often jumps to 35 or more people. Such
roup sizes and time constraints (normally two hours maximum for
3scu§s1on) prevent an indepth interchange of points of view, No
district has held more than one workshop on the same topic for the
same group of people (except on the Columbia River and Tributaries
Study), meaning that in a single evening session, the attendees
must both understand the study and make thoughtful comments. Time
and numbers of participants restrict understanding and thoughtful

comments, for everyone wants to speak.
Workshop format normally follows that of the public meeting:
Introduction and description of the study
Description of the alternatives
Discussion of the alternatives (frequently in subgroups)
Summary of the discussion
Some districts have provided participants with a questionnaire in
which to comment on the alternatives, but they have found that the

usefulness of the public comments has been limited because the
people had too 1little time to comment adequately.
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10.

11.

Public Forums

Five of the 13 districts said they have tried public fnrums._a both

to obtain information and to inform and educate. However, the
public forum technique means different things to different districts
One has used it with technical organizations to discuss study
problems and answer questions. Another cited district engineer
participation on television panel discussions as use of the public
forum. Another mentioned the forum as meetings with other agencies
to discuss study coordination and problems.

Study Task Forces

Five of the districts have used study task forces. For the most
part, these have been composed of public agency professionals, and
their task has been operational. Some have been used to coordinate
a series of interrelated studies, of which the district had only a
part. One district tried to use the task force approach with other
public agencies to resolve study methodology (e.g., how economic
projections are made); it discovered, however, that compromises in
methodology were not possible, and it abandoned the task force.

Another district set up an interagency task force to share in study
decision making (i.e., agreement on study emphases). The district
stressed, however, that the study continued over a number of years
and required considerable education of the other task force members
before they could make such decisions.

One district as a result of TAP consultant intervention, used a
citizen task force (called an ad hoc committee) to identify and
try to resolve a number of controversial issues that were impeding
study progress.

Informal Meetings

While only four of the districts indicated that they use informal
meetings to obtain information and to inform and educate, it seems
safe to assume that all do so. Districts are in frequent contact
with other agencies to obtain information, and several make certain
that they contact environmental groups to tell them what is going on
and to invite their participation. There does not, however, appear
to be_any systematic approach to these informal meetings. The
districts tend to contact people from whom they need information

and do not necessarily contact groups who might want to participate.
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12.

13.

14.

Public Inquiries

Four of the districts said they had tried public inquiries to

obtain information. However, district interpretation of the public
inquiry technique was either to write letters to specific individ-
uals requesting information (which all districts do) or to go into
communities to ask specific questions. Open public-inquiry sessions
have not been held.

Seattle-Type Brochures

The Seattle District's Public Brochure has two chaq?cteristics that
three districts have tried to use on three studies:

The brochure informs the public of study progress and
describes the alternatives (and potential effects).

The brochure invites and records public comment on
alternatives.

Thus, the Seattle-type brochure has the dual purpose of informing
and educating and obtaining information, as distinct from the
informational brochure which primarily informs.

However, to date, the other district public brochures may have been
prepared for special events (such as workshops and citizen advisory
committee meetings), and they have not been used to provide a
running commentary on study progress and public comments (by pre-
paring and distributing successive drafts) as the Seattle District
has done.

Briefing Sessions

One district, as a result of TAP consultant intervention, used a
public briefing session with community leaders preceding a public
meeting. The purpose was to encourage questions on the study in
order to provide the leaders with common data for the public meeting.
The session was also to identify for the district the questions it
needed to answer before the public meeting. The district felt that
the experiment was unsuccessful; they expected some searching
questions, but they nbtained only an affirmation that everything

the district was doing was right,

SWalla Walla, Sacramento, Wilmington.
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E. REVIEW AND MONITORING

To the extent that districts haye modified their public announcements
and meetings and ‘experimented with new techniques in public involve-
ment, they have assessed what they are doing and, where deficient, have
experimented with ways to correct the problems. In this way, they are
reviewing and monitoring their public participation efforts. However,
successful public participation is still largely measured in-numbers.
Over 100 people attending a public meeting is regarded as good, as are
25 to 35 at a workshop session and over 1,000 people on a mailing 1ist.
In almost all cases, these numbers represent but a minute percentage

of the affected public.1® Quantity of attendance is an adequate measure
of public participation success only when the numbers constitute a high
percentage of the population, and this is clearly unrealistic.

A few districts have recently contracted with outside consultants to
observe, summarize and-evaluate the conduct of workshops on selected
studies. Some districts, for their recently initiated urban studies,
are considering the establishment of citizen committees to advise them
on public participation activities. However, none of the 13 Districts
regularly and systematically reviews and monitors public participation
efforts on all studies to assess whether they are:

Contacting the "right" publics;
Getting from them what the districts need and want;

Getting the information in the manner and within the
time desired by the districts.

In a sense, districts try to obtain the necessary participaiton, and,
if it is inadequate, they go with what they have.

F. SUMMARY

Many of the 13 districts are experimenting, on selected studies, with
more intensive public participation programs. It is probable that,
over time, these efforts will lead to more intensive efforts on all
studies. At the moment, however, district public participation programs
can be described as:

Including little forward planning;

Using the district mailing lists as the principal
resource for identifying publics;

100ne case was found where over 80 percent of a small community's adult
population (200) attended a public meeting.
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Concentrating public involvement on government
agencies and the general public;

Using the public meetings as the most important
technique for involvement;

Evaluating public participation principally by
counting heads.

165



CONSTRAINTS ON EFFECTIVE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

by James F. Ragan, dJr.

Effective district public participation requires:
0 Well-developed objectives and policies

[} Committed district personnel

0 Facilitative orgdnization

0 Clear assignment of responsibilities

0 Adequate resources

) Well-developed public participation plans
for each study

0 Regular and systematic program review and
monitoring

There are, however, externally imposed constraints on the development
and implementation of effective programs. Some exist because of Corps
pract1ces, others are imposed by the public. The purpose of this
chapter is to identify those constraints and. describe how they adversely
affect district efforts in public participation.

A.  Corps-Imposed Constraints

While all of the constraints discussed here hinder effective pub-
lic participation, it should be strongly emphasized that they are dis=
cussed only from the public participation point of view. Public par-

ticipation is only one of many considerations which go into policies
creating these constraints. It is fully recognized that the Corps may
not be able to remove or ease any of these constraints because of higher
priority considerations. They are identified and described here only

to suggest why districts may not be able to develop optimal public par-
ticipation programs.

First, most districts handle too many studies at one time to
involve the public effectively on any of them. Most study managers
are responsible for several studies at one time. When each manager
is required to coordinate each study's technical analyses, obtain, tech-
nical information from other agencies, attend other agency meetings

Reprinted from: IWR Report 75-6, James F. Ragan, Jr. "Public Partici-
pation in Water Resources Planning: An evaluation of the Programs of
15 Corps of Engineers Districts," U. S. Army Engineer Institute for
Water Resources, Fort Belvoir, Virginia, November 1975.
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that affect his studies, conduct some analyses himself, and try to
involve the public in planning, he doesn't have the time to do all of
these tasks efficiently. More often than not, public involvement gets
the time that is left over. The study manager's major objective is

to complete his study. Meeting with groups and individual citizens is
time-consuming and frequently results in minimal information that the
study manager can use. Thus, if the study manager is to make efficient
use of his time, he will minimize those tasks which are inherently
inefficient. Both the 13 districts and consultant reports indicate that
time pressure on the staff is the major constraint in implementing
effective public participation programs. It prevents many study managers
from making as many field visits as they should--which is particularly
important in studies where the geographical area js a great distance
from the district office.

Second, many studies are strung out over long periods of time, with
concomitant “dribbling" of study funds. If a district receives only
$5,000 to $10,000 a year for a study, it feels that it can use only a
small portion of that for public participation--so small a portion that
it cannot afford brochures, citizen committees, workshops, etc. More-
over, districts do not normally budget for specific public barticipation
activities, so the money for them cannot be found in'a limited budget.
Often, the requirements for more intensive involvement come up rather
suddenly and were not foreseen. In the face of other study requirements,
many districts feel constrained to reallocate the funds they do have to
permit greater public involvement.

Another problem with the "dribbling" of study funds is that when a
study continues with minimal activity over a long period of time, it is
almost impossible to sustain public interest. If people are “turned on"
to participating in a study at its initiation, they completely forget
about it if their next contact is 2 or 3 years later at the second
pubTic meeting. The 13 districts cited this inability to sustaih public
interest as one of their most significant problems.

Third, the allocation of funds for public participation does not
adequately take into account differences in study magnitude and study
requirements. On the one hand, large studies, notably basin and urban
studies, have relatively large allocations for public participation
(frequently 10 to 20 percent of the budget). However, inasmuch as large
studies have proportionately fewer district staff peopnle available to
contact and interact with the public, the districts are forced to use
outside consultants for much of their public participation activity.
While consultants can be of significant value, they cannot be the only
people who interact with the public. Although consultants can conduct
community surveys, district representatives must participate in inter-
views, workshops, citizen advisory committees and other meetings. One
of the primary uses of consultants in public participation is to generate
and stimulate public input through the above means.
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In the larger studies, the substantial funds for public participa-
tion, without adequate staff resources, may overcommit the district to
public involvement; in the smaller studies, the staff may be spread too
thinly over several studies, and the funds in any given year may be too
meager to mount effective programs.

Some district planners feel that they could undertake more effec-
tive public involvement efforts within existing budgets if some of the
specifications for technical studies in the planning phase were deferred
until preparation of the General Design Memorandum after authorization.
This argument was not explored, but it may be worth examining.

Fourth, too much time elapses between study completion and project
authorization and construction. At many initial public meetings, the
district engineer explains the Corps planning process and_says that it
may be 15 to 20 years before any resultant project is built. While
accurate, it is not a statement which invites intensive public interest.
Considering the study and review process, it is easy to see why it takes
such a long time:

1. The district submits its draft report to the division.

2. The division reviews, comments, and sends it back to the
district for revision.

3. The district revises and resubmits it to the division,

4. The division forwards it to the Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors and the Chief of Engineers.

5. The Board reviews it, issues a public notice of the
conclusions and recommendations of the division. receives
public comments, and makes its recommendations to the
Chief of Engineers.

6. Concurrent with Board review, the Office of the Chief of
Engineers reviews it and furnishes appropriate guidance
to the Board.

7. The Chief of Engineers prepares his report and, together
v with the reports of the district, the division, and the

Board, submits it to state governors and ‘interested
Federal agencies for comment.

8. A1l reports and comments are forwarded to the Secretary
of the Army, who reviews them and submits the project to
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for considera-
tion as part of the President's program.

9. If OMB accepts the project, the Secretary of the Army
submits the proposed project to the Congress for authorization.

10.  Congress holds hearings and authorizes the project.
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11. OMB places the authorized project in the President's
budget.

12.  Congress holds hearings and appropriates money for the
project.

13. OMB releases money for the authorized project.

14. The district ?egins postauthorization p]anning in two
phases--a design memorandum and a.functional design

document.
15. Construction begins.

After step 1 in the above process, the public does not hear about the
project--except for some who may receive the public notice at step 5--
¥nt1] SEGP lgﬁ.whinkthe district begins postauthorization planning

nasmuch as this takes many years, hy tne time b At -
begins, the composition of the public and the na%iggugqogkéqg1%g]3égnag§g
have changed. In many cases, public participation in postauthorization
planning may have to be as intensive as in the initial planning phase.

Fifth, the physical setting under which most planners operate is
deficient. Offices are cramped, with desks right next to each other.
Privacy is nonexistent, and telephone calls, visitors and small staff
discussions adversely affect the concentration of everyone in the office.
Under such conditions, planners are reluctant to invite citizens in for
meetings unless, of course, they can arrange for conference room space.
More important, with such strains on the staff's concentration, they
have to be functioning at less than 75 percent capacity. Better and
more private working conditions could result in all tasks being per-
formed more efficiently. Time might even be freed for more intensive
public involvement.

B. Public Constraints

The public itself imposes constraints on how districts want to
involve citizens in planning. First, the general public even though it
may be affected by the study, delays its active participation until the
district has developed firm proposals. Attendance at the first two
public meetings may be relatively light, but when the district engineer
is tentatively recommending an alternative at the final public meeting,
those who support and oppose it will usually attend. Attendance at
public meetings during the postauthorization planning is likely to be
high, since the district now has an authorized project to which people

can react.

Second, some organizations that are extremely antagonistic to the
Corps have refused to participate in study planning--except to attack
the Corps at public meetings. While these groups are aggressive enough
for districts to find out their positions even if they don't partici-
pate, the districts may not always discover the reasons for their posi-
tions--which could be helpful in planning.
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- Third, some d1§tr1cts have found that when private volunteer organiza-
tions agree to provide data or analysis, sometimes their commitments “are
not kept. When this happens, the planner is likely to question the need
to continue to try to involve them. In one case, the district asked fo
data, private groups committed themselves to provide it, but they did
not. The planner's response was, "We didn't really expect it, but we
had to go through the motions."

Finally, some local agencies and sponsors have not been enthusi-
astic toward the Corps' attempts to increase its public involvement. In
Seattle, some public agencies do not like to have their arguments re-
corded in the public brochure along with the arguments of nonprofes-
sionals. While some have threatened to stop contributing, none has yet
carried through the threat. In another district, a local agency has
stated that if the district intends to involve the public more inten-
sively, it will refuse to participate; it represents the public!

None of the above constraints is debilitating since the public has
generally responded well to district attempts to intensify public in-
volvement. The constraints do suggest, however, that districts may not
always be able to involve the public in the way or to the extent they
desire.
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IMPLEMENTING PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAMS
IN FEDERAL AGENCIES

by Jerry Delli Priscoli

How does an agency of the Federa]_Government_effgctfve1% Tmp]emenB_ .
citizen-involvement program? As a social scientist with responsi 1?1t1es
for citizen-involvement programs in a Federal agency, this is a continuing
live question for me. In seeking to answer the questions, I have found
that it is particularly helpful to be aware of three elements: (1) the
inherent problems that are common in all attempts to implement citizen
involvement; (2) the most common pitfalls of agencies in the implementation
process and how they can be avoided or managed; and, (3) practical guide-
Tines and questions that make it easier to plan and implement citizen
involvement. This essay reflects my personal perspective concerning these
three elements as a result of efforts to Tearn how an effective citizen-
involvement program can be implemented by an agency.

SOME INHERENT PROBLEMS IN IMPLEMENTING CITIZEN-INVOLVEMENT PROGRAMS

Although there are innumerable problems in implementing citizen-involvement
programs, I have found that four overriding ones continually surface:
coordination, control, representativeness, and dissonance. Although these
problems are never “solved," they can and should be creatively managed.

Coordination: One of the most critical problems for government today is
the reTationship between different governmental units and levels. Often
policies and/or plans of one agency are implemented by another. Projects
or facilities of one agency may even be operated or maintained by a second,
third and fourth. Furthermore, actions are rarely limited to Federal
agencies.  State, local, and private actors are also involved, and each
agency may embody different missions and purposes. As a consequence of
this mix of purposes and actors, different citizen-involvement programs
frequently are developed. In some cases, these programs ameliorate inter-
agency and citizen-government conflict; in others, they generate such
conflict. :

This article first.appeared in Citizen Participation in America, edited
by Stuart Langton, Lexington Books, Lexington, Massachusetts, 1978.
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Control: Vhen a Federal agency deals with a public issue, its
responsibility is to find and assure the Federal interest. Such interest
frequently takes the form of centralized control through regulation,
licensing, funding, and the 1like. Citizen involvement, however, is by
nature a decentralizing concept. Therefore, a tension always exists
between the centiralized needs of the agency and the decentralized interests
of citizens. Every citizen-involvement program consequently must confront
the question: How much centralized control should the agency apply to
assure sufficiently responsive, decentralized citizen involvement?

Representativeness: One of the most frequent criticisms of citizen-
involvement programs is that the citizens who become involved don't repre-
sent the majority, but rather are a "citizen elite" that represents special
interests. This is a very serious problem for agencies that make use of
citizen involvement to develop consensus and support for a policy or pro-
gram. For this reason, agencies must develop multiple links in the citizen
involvement process. In so ‘doing, however, it is doubtful that conflict
can be avoided. To most agencies with established clients and constituen-
cies and traditional methods of relating to them, a more representative
involvement process may be painful, and the process may be aborted to avoid
conflict. Unfortunately, this frequently leads to problems of public

opposition at a Tater date.

Dissonance: One of the facts of Tife for government agencies is the
conflict between political interests and technical interests in decision
making. The excessive practice of using technical justifications to ration-
alize controversial political discussions is undoubtedly one of the factors
that has Ted to greater demands for citizen involvement. As a result,
government agencies should expect that citizen involvement will increase
the tension between technical and political considerations. They cannot
avoid the question: To what extent is an agency plan or regulation tech-
nically objective or purely political. Since finding workable solutions

to blending technical and political dimensions is a critical, internal
agency task, citizen involvement will force this issue to the surface and
encourage meaningful resolution.

TWO COMMON PITFALLS IN IMPLEMENTING CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

As government agencies seek to cope with the problems inherent in
implementing citizen-involvement programs, their efforts frequently falter
because of two common pitfalls. The first arises at the stage of writing
citizen-involvement regulations, and the second arises in relation to agency
routines. In the following pages, I should like to describe the situations
in which these pitfalls arise and discuss alternative ways of coping with
them.
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Writing Citizen-Involvement Regulations: Curing the Disease with More of
the Disease

When faced with a mandate, government agencies predictably turn to writing
regulations. This is true, too, with citizen involvement. To date, most
Federal agencies have wr1tten spec1f1c citizen-involvement regu]at1ons

Such agency regulations are useful in many ways. For example, they legiti-
mize discussion of citizen involvement. Professionals at all levels
throughout the agency can openly debate the merits and shortcomings of
involvement. Managers often are enabled to budget funds and hire new
people. Questions of effectiveness and evaluation are raised as programs
are designed. In short, a new program basis with which to 1ink agency
services to public clients is produced. So the traditional model of writing
regulations can be beneficial in one respect. But when applied to citizen-
involvement programs, the situation can all too easily be perceived as
regulating and coopting opposition.

More fundamentally, regulations often encourage more administrative
bureaucracy. Since citizen involvement is, in part, a reaction to a large
centralized bureaucracy, writing regulations is like trying to cure the
disease with more of the same. Writing regulations to deal with this cen-
tralization-decentralization control problem is not easy. Not all parts of
the country view citizen participation similarly--even on similar issues.
Those who write national regulations usually respond to pressures from
national interest groups and to national issues, and thus produce nationally
oriented policy. When agency field personnel perceive that such policy con-
flicts with local needs, regulations can become either 1imiting or expanding.
In short, the purpose of regulations can be subverted.

A good example of this is the recently enacted Citizen Advisory Committee
Act, adopted by Congress, which requires formal approval by the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) before an agency employs a Citizens Advisory
Committee (CAC). The Act seeks to overcome the problem of unrepresentative
advisory committees that are self-perpetuating and unnecessary.

How does an agency respond to this Act? Most CACs are established by
agencies at the regional, state .or local levels to gain representative
input or support for agency decisions that will be implemented at those
levels. Should all such CACs be approved by OMB? If not, what are the
rules for exceptions?

The idea that OMB should be the arbiter of such local efforts at responsive
bureaucracy contradicts the decentralized nature of citizen involvement.

An agency can choose to ignore the law on the grounds that local CAC efforts
meet the responsive spirit of the law, or, as generally is the case, they
write regulations.

In writing regulations, the agency first must decide on the CAC technique's
appropriateness to a citizen-involvement program. Depending on the various
field personnel, this easily can be interpreted as subverting and distrusting
field professionals' judgment. On the other hand, the agency has a

175



responsibility to assume that the national interest is met, and it should
not encourage disregard for national Tlaws.

Assuming that the agency moves beyond this debate and writes regulations on
CACs, what do they say? Most Tikely, the regulations will be filled with
caveats about not using CACs and with careful procedures for approval. If,
as is often the case, the agency has only general citizen-involvement
regulations, such specific procedural guidelines easily can be used to
justify very narrow interpretations of citizen involvement--despite national
policy. Thus, a regulation necessitated by a national law that encourages
responsive and representative government can be used by field personnel as
an argument that the agency doesn't really desire citizen involvement. The
norm becomes: Do only the minimum. Consequently, agency application of the
regulation might do little to manage the problem of representativeness
because of a myriad of control problems saddling its attempts at regulation.

There is another sense in which writing citizen-involvement regulations

looks Tike curing the disease with more of the same. Frequently, regulations
are written by lawyers or in legal terminology. They have a paralegal flavor
to them. The formality and the strategies of conflict resolution encouraged
by legalistic regulations can inhibit broad citizen-involvement efforts.

Let me illustrate.

The injunction, which escalates project stoppage and litigation costs, is

a very familiar syndrome. As a people, our willingness to go to court is
testimony to our faith in the legal system. However, legal conflict reso-
Tution assumes two positions: for and against. Most of the players' energy
goes to articulating positions for and against the issue. Those in the
middle either move to the extreme or drop out, not to be heard. Writing
legalistic regulations for citizen involvement can have the effect of build-
ing in this paradigm of conflict resolution before there is any conflict.
Representation of mediating issues and values is decreased, and opportuni-
ties for middle-ground mediation are lost. Citizen-involvement goals. of
jsolating extremes of conflicts and building the middie ground are lost.

Regulations concerning public hearings frequently fit this scenario. An air
of formal legalisms such as "testimony" and "cross-examination" procedures
abound. Such regulations can do more to solidify the extremes than to
create options for negotiations. Rarely do they encourage dialogue beyond
stating positions. Most information flows one way.

Although they are sometimes necessary, such hearings are more often
misapplied citizen-involvement efforts. Even when formal public hearing
regulations are only part of a set of citizen-involvement regulations, they
communicate this formalistic approach to conflict resolution. They may
encourage staff who so desire to confirm the "us" and "them" syndrome. They
may encourage closed management styles that result in loss of middle-ground
negotiation points. Agency tendencies to control information flow selec-
tively might be encouraged rather than reduced. Representativeness would
then suffer. :
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Thus, regulation writing, however well motivated, can easily be counter-
productive. Regulations frequently exacerbate representativeness problems
by decreasing agency responsiveness. A key to avoiding this possibility

is finding a balance between a level of abstraction and concrete specificity.
That balance will be struck differently for different agencies, in part
because they are organized differently. Whatever the balance, regulations
should avoid excessive legalism and dogmatism. Options and regional inno-
vations in application of technique need to be encouraged.

Disrupting the Agency Routine

Rarely does an agency's time frame for decision making fit that demanded by
citizen involvement. Short-term agency decisions often require consensus,
which takes too long to build. On the other hand, consensus built in
through planning often deteriorates by the time specific implementation
actions are taken by the agency. Does the agency change to fit citizen-
involvement requirements, or. does the agency try to make citizen involve-
ment fit agency requirements? In either case, routine ways of doing agency
business will be disrupted. But the search for some synthesis of these two
questions is a major source of impact on the agency as it attempts to meet
mandated requirements for citizen participation.

A first attempt to implement citizen involvement usually consists of hiring
some new staff or consultants and establishing or assigning a branch or

unit of the agency to carry out the citizen-participation requirement.
Organizationally creating a separate citizen-involvement branch or special-
ist does legitimize the activity. It also facilitates management's percep-
tion that the activity can be controlled. Whether or not this is true,
conflict is 1likely between this new, vaguely defined activity called citizen
involvement and the established traditional public affairs office. After
all, what has the public affairs office been doing if not facilitating
agency-public contact?

Although it is often bitter, this conflict can be useful; that is, it forces
further refinement in the agency's citizen-involvement definition and policy.
This refinement also breeds new conflict, Some of those newly recruited -
experts begin operating more closely with line professionals. Indeed, the
distinction between technical expert and citizen-involvement specialist
blurs. Consequently, fresh perspectives subtly work their way into line
operations. Citizen-involvement activities move closer to T1ine-operation
responsibilities; that is, the study manager or facilities operator is less
able to segment these activities.

As citizen-involvement activities increase, so, too, does the perceived
direct stake of such people. In short, citizen-involvement activities
become part of operating job responsibilities rather than just an externally
managed, mysterious "black box." This shift in perception is painful and

is not always accomplished. It is the point at which many agency personnel
find themselves today.
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A similar syndrome usually unfolds in early agency attempts to contract out
citizen involvement. Putting the citizen-involvement package under a con-
tract assumes a "black box" approach. In other words, segment the citizen-
involvement program and let the experts handle the analysis. However, if
the citizen-involvement process questions the validity of assumptions,
alternatives, or even the agency purpose, a monkey wrench is thrown into
the decision gears. If the agency believes it should go back to reanalyze,
it faces contractual problems in doing so. Is another contract written?
Did the contractor fulfill the obligations of the first? In short, more
administrative problems surface to confound the agency's attempts at respon-
siveness. Basically, there is an inherent problem of coordination when
citizen involvement moves away from those vested with decisive authority.
That is true with the public affairs office in the conflict as well as with
citizen involvement contractors. '

Given the agency problem of adjustment and unfamiliarity with citizen
involvement and associated analysis, what should be the policy? Outside
consulting is useful and necessary, but such citizen-involvement consulting
works best when experienced contractors act as consultants to agency staff.
They can proyide support, insight and critique, but they cannot substitute
for responsible decision makers. Once the decision-making authority and
the citizen-involvement responsibility are separated, the effectiveness

of the citizen-involvement program is weakened. But is it possible to
sensitize various levels of agency decision makers to citizen-involvement
techniques and programs?

After years of their developing managerial and technical expertise, the
demand for citizen involvement can be a hard pill for agency officials to
swallow. After all, should not the public affairs experts take care of it?
When agency expertise becomes too routinized, it can subtly cross the

line from expanding public options to limiting options. Expertise begins
to Took more 1ike solutions seeking applications than like problem-solving
capability. At this point, citizen involvement seriously impinges upon
professional self-images and generates considerable dissonance among
personnel. :

Agencies frequently adopt new training and recruitment strategies to meet
this dissonance. Realistically, an agency can neither retrain all old
employees nor recruit all new ones; it usually develops some strategy
between these extremes. Training for citizen involvement presents
numerous problems as well as opportunities. Any concerted training/
recruitment strategy to meet the dissonance problem assumes support
strategies by the general management.

Obviously, training should be geared to target audiences. Middle-level
managers make different decisions and have different needs than executive-
level or line professionals. A training program must consider first the
essential citizen-involvement message to be communicated across decision-
making levels within the agency. This message can then be packaged to fit
the specific needs of different decision makers.
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More fundamentally, does the training proceed from the top down or the
bottom up? Equipping line operators with citizen-involvement skills and
encouraging their use is one thing. But to do this without management sup-
port will increase frustration and could alienate the personnel from the
management. By the same token, sensitizing management to public-involvement
needs and carrot stick tools is useless without an implementation capability.
So three critical training questions emerge: (1) How do I package the
message for varying decision makers? (2) How do I phase the "top-down" and
"bottom-up" approaches? and, (3) Can I monitor my training impact?

One of the best approaches to citizen-involvement training is an interactive,
learn-by-doing model. Such a hands-on approach builds confidence and
experience. More than this, an interactive approach offers fascinating
joint training opportunities; agency personnel can interact with state,
local, and public-interest groups within the training format. Not only do
such trainees develop public-involvement skills, but they build a basis for
continued dialogue. Also, complex agency rules and limitations, often so
hard to communicate publicly, become quickly understood within the inter-
active working environment. In effect, the joint citizen-involvement
training itself becomes an effective public-involvement tool. The few
agency attempts at this approach look promising.

SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPLEMENTING CITIZEN-INVOLVEMENT PROGRAMS

The preceding discussion has identified four general approaches to
1mp1ement1ng citizen-involvement programs: (1) writing regulations; (2)
develo 1n%1a training strategy; (3) developing an overall management strategy;
and, (4) hiring consultants. Obyiously, these are not mutually exclusive,
and it is l1ikely that an agency will create a mix of these approaches as

part of an overall strategy. In so doing, six major points are 1mportant to
consider in creating an effective citizen-involvement strategy.

First, implementation of citizen-involvement programs must start by realizing
that initial dissonance will arise. The roots of that dissonance and its
1ikely effects must be understood and anticipated. Initial conflicts, such
as between public affairs offices and public-involvement staff, should be
usefully managed. Overall management rewards should be commensurate with the
way the staff actually allocates time. For example, if planners spend
increasing time in coordination with local officials, are they still being
rewarded only for quantity of computer output?

Second, decisions must be made about how much sharing of decision should be
done and can be done. The "should" versus "can" distinction of these deci-
sions is critical. Often staff analysis of the "can" in sharing comes
packaged to executives as the "should" of decision sharing.

Third, citizen-involvement programs must be closely related to actual
decision making. Either managers get into citizen-involvement programs or

line-staff are given more decision authority. Agencies will find some point
in between these extremes. At any rate, consultants should be used only
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as resources to consult. When outside consultants are given the
responsibility for citizen involvement, decision makers become further
isolated from the effects of their decisions. Consultants can provide
critical staff support, training, evaluation and critiques. But insofar

as the success of citizen involvement depends on getting close to decisions,
they should not replace decision makers.

Fourth, understanding and managing the decentralization-centralization
conflict is extremely important. This is particularly true when writing
regulations. Think about the counterintuitive or unexpected results of
regulations. Avoid blind faith in regulations--but use them wisely.

Fifth, training is one of the best long-range techniques in implementing
citizen-involvement programs. Training should be coupled to strategies of
recruiting new personnel. It must also be keyed to varying audiences within
the agency. Effective training programs require enough flexibility to
change as the agency and issues change in the process. Interactive training
models offer even further citizen-involvement opportunities. Joint training
programs themselves can become citizen-involvement techniques.

Sixth, citizen-involvement techniques must be appropriate--in time and
money--to the type of decision being made. As such, funding can become a
major consideration in the successful citizen-involvement program. Citizen
involvement techniques must be clearly linked to the decision-making process.
There is, of course, budgeting for line decision-making activities, such as
interviews, advertising, press releases, hearings, large and small meetings,
workshops, surveys and reports: but something called citizen involvement'
funding is difficult to conceptualize. It is more difficult to trace pro-
fessional staff time in desian, concern and interaction for ¢itizen involve-
ment, because these attitudinal orientations should become part of the
larger professional job definition.

Debates over percentage funding, such as 10 percent, or 20 percent, or 30
percent of program funds, are most relevant in initial implementation stages,
as opposed to mature citizen-involvement programs. The goal is to move away
from such program-level debate to specific cost discussion of line items to
be used by agency professionals. Indeed, funding levels for specific tech-
niques can change dramatically, depending on the specific context. For
example, it is more expensive to bilingual or multilingual workshops than
workshops in English. Despite variance, it is possible to develop some
general approximation of costs of techniques, as i1lustrated in Tablel.

SOME NORMATIVE GUIDELINES

In addition to considering the six general points just identified, I have
found a number of normative guidelines to be helpful in planning and imple-
menting citizen-involvement programs:

1. Citizen involvement is not a technique; rather, it is a strategy, an
approach, a philosophy. There is no one way to handle citizen
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Table I

ROUGH. COST GUIDE TO MOST FREQUENTLY USED
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT TECHNIQUES

Technique Cost ($)
Interviews (per 20-min interview) 15-30
Newspaper advertising 250-750
Radio advertising 250-750
_Press release 100-500
Public hearing 2,500-6,500*
“Large public meeting - 2,500-6,500*
Small meeting or workshop 2,000-4,000*
Publicity on radio or TV 250-500
50-page report 5,000-10,000
200-page report 10,000-50,000
Information bulletins (4-8 pages) 500-1,500

Conducting a survey:

Per mailed questionnaire 3-5
Per telephone interview ‘ - 10-15
Per personal interview 15-30

*May be reduced if a series of identical workshops or
meetings is held. ‘

Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Executive Seminar
Public Involvement in Water Resources Planning, Institute
for Water Resources, Fort Belvoir, VA, and Synergy Consul-
tation Services, Cupertino, Calif., March 1978.
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involvement. Avoid the syndrome of a technique looking for an
application; what works in one place will not always work in some other
place. It is not the technique that is important so much as the people
who employ the technique and their attitude.

Citizen involvement is not a substitute for the representative political
process. In fact, it cannot be useful without complementing that pro-
cess, but it will have an impact on that political process.

No one citizen-involvement program can claim to have "represented" the
people. No planner should allow a citizen-involvement program exclusive
sovereignty over his or her interpretation of the public will, but the
program can be used to show competing views of that will.

Citizen involvement is not a panacea. More conflict will be generated,
new time allocations and resource commitment will be required. But
remember, the question is not how much citizen involvement will cost,
but, more relevant, whether we can do anything at all without it.

Think of the positive contributions of citizen involvement--how it can
supplement and improve other technical efforts. How will it make better
decisions?

The goals of a citizen-involvement program and the roles of participants
must be clearly defined.

Once started, be honest. Citizen involvement based on false assumptions
and expectations of clever co-optation will be disastrous. Whether your
efforts are honest can only be judged by you and your participants.

Be prepared to accept and implement decisions of the participants. Just
be clear concerning what types of decisions both you and the participants
in the citizen-involvement program should be making.

A CHECK LIST OF QUESTIONS

In answering the question of how an agency of the Federal Government can
effectively implement a citizen-involvement program, this essay has raised

a number of other related questions. Because no simple and universally
applicable answers can be applied to every situation, the questions them-
selves take on an even more important significance. Accordingly, in closing,
I should like to offer a checklist of questions that I have found helpful to
consider in planning and implementing citizen-involvement programs:

1.

What are the agency's management goals and objectives for citizen
involvement? What are your citizen-involvement objectives?

What evaluation devices will be used to determine the success of your
citizen-involvement program?
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10.

11.

12.
13.
14.
15.

16.

17.
18.
19.

20.

Is there some visible way to gauge the ongoing progress of the

”program?

Has the history or background of the program been investigated? Who

‘has been involved in the past? Have they been contacted?

Are there mechanisms within the program to deal with groups who will
be significantly affected but are unlikely or unable to articulate
concerns?

What resources other than immediate colleagues are ava11ab1e to ass1st
in planning, 1mp1ement1ng and evaluating the program?

Who are the participating publics? Is a clear d1st1nct1on made between
the “1nformat1on audience® and the “participating public?*®

As the program progresses, is information published from time to time
for responses to be effective?

What methods will be used to keep the public informed throughout the
process?

Who is responsible for implementing the citizen-involvement p]an? Do
they know it? Are tasks specifically ass1gned?

Has.the plan been reviewed with section chief, project manager, agency
director? Were they included in the design, or did they review the
draft only?

Does the plan reach out to a broad range of nontraditional publics,
such as users, the affected, past problem groups, other technical help?

Do the techniques (or meeting formats) match your purposes at various

. program stages?

Does the program involve citizens on their own turf?

In reviewing your citizen-involvement plan, do all the activities
actually deliver the goals and objectives you assigned them at various

_program stages?

 Who are the new publics at each stage? Why? How will they be integrated

into the program?
How will the effect of citizen comment on the program be demonstrated?
What funds and personne] are available to implement the program?

How will the plan account for the advice you will not be able to use
and the concerns and value system you will not be abTe to protect?

How are public views being recorded and interpreted?
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CREATING ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATES
FOR CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

by James L. Creighton

Historically, citizen participation has been mandated upon organizations
by legislation, by court decision, or in some cases by an executive of
the agency. In very few cases has citizen participation begun or been
sustained solely by the deep-seated commitment of those parts of the
organization required to implement it. As a result, citizen partici-
pation has been "added on" (some would even say "piled on") to existing
procedures, policies and values which may at times be in complete contra-
diction with the basic principles and practices of citizen participa-
tion. The result can be either that citizen participation changes the
organization, or the organization can mobilize its "immune system" to
repel the threat of citizen participation genuinely having an impact on
organizational decision making or operations.

Experience suggests that successfully introducing citizen participation
in an organization produces a number of far-reaching organizational
effects, many of them unanticipated. Often the introduction of citizen
participation in an organization initially produces a time of consider-
able turmoil and controversy. But a great deal .of lost energy and
resources caused by this turmoil could be saved if it was recognized
that introducing citizen participation to an organization is a major
organizational intervention and worthy of a carefully designed strategy
of organizational change.

This article will identify some of the most common organizational prob-
lems created by introducing citizen participation in organizations in
the hope of encouraging people to look at their total organization when
they initiate citizen participation efforts.

Why the Need to Look at the Total Organization

Most organizations that have developed effective citizen participation
discovered that citizen participation is not just a set of procedures
that are.followed, or a series of operations, but is really "a way of
doing business." In those agencies where citizén participation is
reduced to a few pro forma public hearings, etc., participation is
usually worthless and a source of frustration both to the public and the
agency itself. If it is to be effective, the introduction of citizen
participation will represent a major organizational change requiring
significant changes in how decisions are made, how performance is meas-
ured, the management style of the organization, and the relationships
between functions within the organization. As a result, citizen par-
ticipation cannot be implemented simply by issuing a policy that it will

This article has previously been published [Stuart Langton (ed.)] in
Citizen Participation Perspectives: Proceedings of the National Conference

on Citizen Participation, Medford, Massachusetts: Lincoln Filene Center. 1979.
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be done, and providing a budget to see that it occurs. Organizational
changes do not take place in isolation, rather they are imbedded in the
context of other organizational policies, values and relationships on
which citizen participation impacts, and is in turn impacted.

Two concepts discussed by organizational theorists help explain this
phenomenon. The first, taken from Operations Research, emphasizes that
an organization is a "system" with all parts of the system inter-
related. Change made in one part of the system, without supportive or
reinforcing changes made in other parts of the system, will usually
result in the extinction of that change. In an organizational system,
just as in an ecological system, you can "never do just one thing." The
result of introducing citizen participation into an organization will
produce many impacts on other parts of the system, and the ability to
implement citizen participation will be greatly influenced by the degree
to which other parts of the system are either reinforcing and supportive
of citizen participation, or see it as a threat or a danger to the

system.

A similar concept is taken from anthropology to describe the unique
“culture" of an organization. By "culture" theorists are emphasizing
less the formal policies and procedures, and placing greater emphasis on
organizational values, philosophy, 1ife style, informal social system,
roles, history, etc. As the result of the preexisting culture. some
organizations may be relatively receptive to citizen participation,
while others will be antagonistic.

Both concepts are important, because the problems of implementing citi-
zen participation within an organization are both formal systemic prob-
lems, and problems of preexisting values. philosophy and roles which,

by their very nature, are somewhat difficult to articulate or to alter.

Examples of Organizational Problems in the
Implementation of Citizen Participation

Some examples of the problems which occur when citizen participation is
introduced into an organization are indicated below.  This list is by no
means exhaustive--undoubtedly additional problems will be identified
during the workshop-~bhut should demonstrate the interconnectedness

" between citizen participation and other organizational issues:

1. Lack of Integration in Planning Process: One of the most
frequent problems of citizen participation is that the citi-
zen participation activities are tacked into an existing
planning process--typically at the end--in such a way that
they are almost totally unrelated to the existing planning
process. The result typically, is that citizen participation
is meaningless, or major delays or other organizational costs
are incurred trying to modify the planning process to fit the
citizen participation. Certainly one major step in preparing
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the organization for citizen participation is to insure that
the planning for other decision-making process and citizen
participation process are completely integrated.

Lack of Impact: Another frequent problem is that while the

procedures or practices of citizen participation are observed,
it is equally observable to the public that nothing changes as
a result of citizen participation. This can be the result
either of the lack of integration between citizen participa-
tion and the decision-making processes, because agency values
are resistant to the ideas expressed by the public, or the
agency feels so constrained by legal or political requirements
that it is unable to respond.

Acceptance of Overall Policy: One problem facing the on-the-

ground planner is attempting to conduct a citizen participa-
tion program within the confines of the existing national
policy of an agency. In many cases, there is considerably
better citizen participation in the local implementation
decisions (where to build a dam, how to manage a forest,
whether or not a road should be built) than on national policy
issues. Clearly the local decisions have to be related to
national policy, yet at the same time, no one can design a
citizen program to get consensus at a local level if there is
no agreement nor sense of participation in national policy.

Contradiction Between Democracy and Authoritarian Management:

There is a fundamental values conflict between classic organi-
zational values of efficiency, economy and control, and the
fundamental egalitarian premise of democracy, which in turn
produces assumptions of equal participation in decision making,
equal access to information, etc. The reality is that very
few of our bureaucracies make any pretense of being run on
democratic principles; yet at the same time, members of the
bureaucracy are being asked to go out and deal with the public
in a democratic way, Mot only doss this anomaly make the job
of the person who is running the program particularly’' diffi-
cult, but it often results in major problems in attempting to
arrive at any consensus with the public when the decisions in
the organization are being made in such a way that the infor-
mation provided by the public is either ignored by the manage-

‘ment, or so filtered as it passes through the bureaucratic

Tayers that it reaches the management in a watered down form
which has little impact. The result is that the citizen
participation professional is often caught in a position of
being "unable to deliver" because of his/her lack of influence
within his/her own organization.

Location of Citizen Participation Within the Organization: The
point above is intimately tied in with where in the organiza-
tion responsibility for citizen participation is located. A
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number of organizations have located citizen participation
responsibility well below the level at which most major deci-
sions are made. The result is that the citizen participation

- professional becomes simply a messenger between management and

public, and is often far better informed of public feelings
about issues than he or she is about management positions.
Related to this issue is the whole problem of decentralization
of decision making. The logic of citizen participation tends
to strengthen the idea of decentralized decision making, so
that the person dealing with the public’is also the person
responsible for the decision. The logic of large bureaucracies
frequently runs quite counter to this, constantly encouraging
greater and greater centralization of decision making in order
to insure control over an unwieldy bureaucracy. One problem,
if decision making is located too many organizational layers
away from public contact, is that the decision maker really
doesn't deal with the emotional reality of the public senti-
ment. A part of the public's message is always the intensity
with which it feels certain things. When reading a digest or
abstract of a number of highly controversial meetings, it is
easy for this intensity to become distant and easy to dismiss.
It is my bias that every decision maker should periodically
have the experience of sitting across the table from a group
of real live publics, in order to understand what citizen
participation is all about.

Isolation of Related Processes: Since public involvement is

frequently seen as an "add-on" to the normal decision-making
or planning process, it is often organizationally isolated
from other processes such as the environmental impact state-
ment or social impact assessment. These.three processes are,
in fact, intimately related, and can be integrated in a manner
which can Tead to economies in all three processes if they are
treated as part and parcel and the same process. . Frequently,
however, citizen participation is located in one part of the
organization, the EIS process in another, and social impact
assessment is frequently not even done by the organization,

but is contracted out to a private consultant. The result is

that these three related processes of impact assessment do not
sufficiently impact on each other, and there is a repetitious
and wasteful overlap between the three processes.

Measuring Performance/Accountability: Almost invariably

performance in a large organization is measured by a program's
"going smoothly." It is also measured by the fact that the
project was completed on budget within schedule.  The fact
that this was accomplished at the expense of -ignoring or
minimizing public concern about the project frequently does
not emerge for several years until the project approaches the
construction stage long after the efficient project manager

is promoted far away from the project. Qualities which make
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an individual successful in the noisy, smelly, emotionally-
laden world of citizen participation are often not adequately
measured by organizations, so that the person responsible for
citizen participation has few rewards for doing a good Jjob.

| Time Lag Between P]énning and Implementation: One problem

with a project of large magnitude is that there is often a
considerable time Tag between planning, in which the public
has been involved, and the implementation or construction
phase. The result is that public sentiment or values have
changed, conditions have changed on the ground, new publics
have become a part of the political equation, etc. The result
can be that while there may have been a high level of con-
sensus obtained in support of the project, by the time it is
built, or implemented, that consensus may have broken down.
From the agency's point of view, this makes the process messy,

~ irrational and often quite "unfair." The only solution that

has been generated so far is to have some kind of continuing
citizen participation program, or at least a continuing

~information program, during the interim between the initial
_decision and implementation or construction, The problem is

that organizationally this kind of continuing relationship to
the public usually falls between the cracks of any organiza-
tional unit. One unit is responsible for getting the decision
made, another is responsible for getting it implemented, but
the organizational unit which carries between one and the .
other is typically a headquarters unit, which has no mandate
to form continuing contact with the public during the interim
stage. ' S

Interdisciplinary Approach: Relating to the public almost

Tnvariably requires a combination of disciplines or a “"team
approach." VYet people do not become a team simply by desig-
nating them as such. Effective teams are "built." Most
effective teams have worked together for a number of years and
their effectiveness is a result of trust and confidence in
each other which is the result of that prolonged period of
working together. But in the modern organization, teams are
thrown together quickly and are expected to act like a team
despite the fact that members of the team have no history

with each other. Not only do they not have a history with
each other, but typically they are representatives of different
disciplines, with different data bases and values assumptions
which produce different ways of approaching problems. Ex-

‘pertise in "team building," has been developed, but is rarely

employed with temporary teams.

Misperception of the Organization's Commitment to Citizen

Participation: Citizen Participation represents such a de-

parture in the normal way of doing business for most agencies,
that it usually takes several years for people responsible for
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implementing it to really believe that the organization is
committed to it. Typically, the head administrator expresses
a commitment to citizen participation and then moves on to
other problems within the organization. Frequently in dealing
with these other problems, the administrator makes decisions
or-announces policies which are seen by on-the-ground agency
staff as contradicting citizen participation, and therefore
indicating a lack of "real" support for citizen participation.
An effort to speed up planning time or reduce staff may be
perceived as "proof" that the head of the agency is not really
committed to citizen participation.

Conclusion

By recognizing that citizen participation represents a considerable
change in both the "system" and "culture" of an organization, it is
possible to systematically plan for the introduction of citizen partici-
pation in such a way that changes made in various parts of the organiza-
tion can be reinforcing. A carefully designed program for the introduc-
tion of citizen participation into an organization must consider such

issues as:

° Integration of citizen participation in the decision-
making or planning process

° Where citizen participation is located in the organization

° Identifying people who are effective in conducting citizen
participation

° Building interdisciplinary terms
° Processes for budgeting and scheduling citizen participation
° Insuring reinforced commitment to ritizen participation |

By considering these issues we may be better able to ensﬁre that our
exertions with citizen participation produce organizational change that
is both responsive to the public, and lasting.
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Introduction to Section IV:

WHO IS THE PUBLIC

It should seem elementary that if we are going to conduct public in-
volvement, we should have a clear picture of who the public is we have

to involyve, As this sectton will indicate, the simple guestion,

"Who is the public?" is not so simple to answer. The one basic observation
which runs through all the articles is that the public is not a simple
monolithic entity. There is no single public, but a number of publics.

Lorenz Aggens attacks the problem by describing the public in terms of
levels of interest and involvement in decision making. He also stresses
the importance of designing public involvement programs so that they
appeal to levels of interest beyond decision makers alone.

James L. Creighton expands on the theme of multiple—publics, and de-
scribes resources and techniques which planners can use to identify
publics which may have an interest in a study.

In one of the earliest IWR studies, Thomas E. Borton, Katherine P.
Warner, and J. William Wenrich examine the sociological literature, and
come up with a strategy for identifying "influentials"--those people
whose attitudes are most significant in shaping a community decision.

A decade later, James L. Creighton provides specific instructions for
planners in how to identify influentials and ensure their participation
in public involvement efforts. Creighton also outlines some of the
research findings concerning the preconditions for controversy in a
community.

William D. Coplin, Donald J. McMaster, and Michael K. O‘Leary discuss
the value of analyzing not only who the key actors are, but their posi-
tion and relative power in the situation, By developing a policy
profile on a possible decision it is possible to foresee difficulties,
and often design programs that can contribute to the development of a
consensus.
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IDENTIFYING DIFFERENT LEVELS OF PUBLIC
INTEREST IN PARTICIPATION

by Lorenz Aggens

Most government agencies, when they are confronted with the requirements,
or understand the advantages of public involvement in their work, think
first of forming an advisory committee or holding a public hearing, Many
agencies think only of forming an advisory committee, or-only of holding
a hearing.

The tendency to utilize only these techniques reflects a failure to clarify
who is "the public" that needs to be involved. There is no single public,
but different levels of the public based on differing levels of interest
and ability.. The design of public involvement programs must take into
account 1eyels of the public other than the socioeconomic elite who can
take the time to participate on an advisory committee, or those who will
stand up and make a speech at a large public hearing. This paper will
identify--based on practical working experience--all the levels which need
to be considered. '

The factor that distinguishes one level of participation from another is
the amount of interest and time the public has to give to this activity,
and the amount of commitment and staff resources the agency sponsoring the
participation has to offer to facilitate it. In the ideal condition, the
agengy_y111 have time, money . and .dedication that will match each level of
public interest, knowledge and availability. Opportunities for participa-
tion would span the range from disinterest in the project, to control of
the project's outcome.

LEVELS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ACTIVITY

Six levels of public participation activity seem apparent when these are
defined by the human energy needed to sustain them. In describing these
levels of activity, it may be useful to borrow from astro-physics and think
of each level as an “"orbit" of activity around the project nucleus--the
decision-making process. The closer an orbit of activity is to this
decision-making center, the greater opportunity there is for public influ-
ence in that decision. But gaining the inner orbits of influence requires
the application of greater amounts of human energy by the participating
public, and offering these inner-orbit opportunities requires increased
effort by the staff of the agency that is the object of this public
participation.

This is an original article describing material used in IWR training
programs by the author. 193



The diagram on the next page shows these six orbits of public
participation activity. It may look like a target, and there is some
analogy between the decreasing amount of area in each ring and the
decrease in the number of participants that are usually found as the
decision-making center of the project is approached. The concent .
behind the image of orbits of participation is that both the participant
and the sponsoring agency must expend more energy to achieve and maintain
the more active orbits. The allocation of human energy is a critical
factor in everyone's mind as decisions are made about offering public
involvement opportunities, and accepting them.

ORBIT #6--The Unsurprised Apathetics:

The outermost orbit of public involvement.in a project or proposal is that
of disinterest. Disinterest is very much different from ignorance. It
requires that information about the project has been made available by the
_project agency, and that it has been evaluated by some people as having no
particular impact on them. They are, therefore, disinterested. The term
unsurprised apathetics" has been'used to describe people in this orbit,
not to depreciate their level of interest, but to call attention_to two
important characteristics of it: (1) they are not ignorant of what is
going on--they are not necessarily well-informed about the project, but
they are not surprised by its existence; and, (2) they. have choser not to
become involved--which is, in fact, a distinct form of involvement. In
projects involving large populations, the choice of apathy by large numbers
of peop]efis critical to the progress of the project. Unsurprised apathy
can be taken as "permission to proceed" when two conditions have been met:
(1) the public information program has been adequate in presenting the
projegt's pur?oie and 1ikely effects insofar as the general public is con-
cerned; d, (2} there are opportunities for greater involvement in the
project by those of the public who find that their intérests and concerns
warrant, more than apathy. The disinterest and inactivity of an unsurprised
apatheticcan and will be revoked instantly when any one of these partici-

gahtf finds his or her interests suddenly affected by a project finding,
onclusion or recommendation. The energy available for more extensive

participation will rise dramatically if an unsurprised apathetic learns of
this change in his or her interest by accident and surprise, rather tha
by deliberate action of the sponsoring agency. -

ORBIT #5--The Observers:

They are out there, watching. It is hard to know who they are, or how many
of them there are. The observers say little or nothing to the project
staff. They save their energies for reports on their observations to other
units of government, to public interest groups, and to special interest
organizations. It is frustrating to the agency's public information staff
to work without feedback from this largely anonymous audience. The tendency
by project managers to cut down on the size of a mailing Tist--to "weed out"
those who do not seem to be interested, demolishes this orbit of
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participation. When observers report to their constituencies on the
progress of the project, they need detailed and up-to-date information on
project findings, conclusions, and likely recommendations or actual pro-.
posals. If they say that ". . . everything is OK . . . ," they achieve -
something that the agency cannot get for itself. It is the trust in the
evaluation of how things are going that comes from the trusted gbserver's
assessment of what is happening. Unsurprised apathetics can safelycon-
tinue in their disinterest. On the other hand, the call to action of an.
observer can result in an upwelling of interest in involvement in the
project by individuals and organizations that were previously unknown OF
counted as disinterested.

Some people participate as observers in their own self-interest alone.
They are not observers for any group. Their motives and methods are the

same, however. They watch, Tisten and read. They may_become more active
if easy opportunities for participation are offered. They will become
more active if access to information is restricted or cut off, if they are.
taken by surprise by project events, or if decision making in the project
loses its transparency and becomes technically mysterious or politically
suspicious.

ORBIT #4--The Reviewers:

When interest, or concern, or knowledge about the project increases, so too
does the energy available for involvement in influencing the way the project
turns out. But for many people, there still may be too little time avail-
able for intensive service such as on an advisory committee. Freedom from
other responsibilities of life is a luxury afforded to 1imited numbers of
people, and this has a direct affect upon the composition of public partici-
pation groups that must actually hold meetings to accomplish involvement
activities. The reviewers occupy the orbit of participation in which
interested people can react to project questions and proposals at times of
their own convenience. The work of reviewers can be done by mail or tele-~
phone. The opportunity to participate might include all of the people on
the project mailing 1ist. The reviewer list is typically Targe and inclu-
sive. There are a variety of methods for reaching reviewers: Clip<out
coupons have been printed in newspapers and thousands of responses have been
received on issues of widespread public interest. Workbooks have been used .
in planning projects to survey several thousand people who returned a post-
card saying "YES", they were interested in the project. In these workbooks,
participants were asked to indicate whether they "agreed" or "disagreed"
with a list of project proposals, and why. If agencies want to tap the
orbit of the reviewers, it is necessary that the agency increase its efforts
enough to formulate questions and a response format which allows reviewers
to participate at their own convenience. In response, these participants
also increase the energy commitment enough to record their opinion on the
questions presented. In effect, the opportunity for unsurprised apathetics

and observers to change orbits and become reviewers is made easy.
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ORBIT #3--The Advisors:

Energy requirements increase sharply in this orbit of participation. The
project agency organizes committees, calls meetings, arranges space and
perhaps food service, prepares special materials and presentations, keeps
records of the meetings, and generally interacts with participants in ways
that encourage their further involvement. The participants increase their
energy output in a comparable manner. They give up time from other activi-
ties to attend meetings; they prepare for involvement by studying and
consulting others whose interests they may represent; they offer opinions,
ask questions, debate with others, invent, innovate, and evaluate. Advisors
are often the salaried staff of public and private agencies whose work on
advisory committee s in the line of normal duty. If they are not compen-
sated for advisory committe work, they often are officials of the organi-
zations whose interests they represent.

Ideally, room on advisory committees should be Teft for individuals who are
not representatives of organized interests--people who are directly affected
by the project either in terms of benefits or costs. The important
characteristic of advisors is their very high interest or concern that must
be matched by equally high levels of commitment and effort by the project
agency to encourage, facilitate, and account for the participation of
advisors. If the design of public participation programs begins and ends

at the advisor orbit, the needs of the reviewers, obeservers and unsurprised
apathetics are overlooked or discounted; and the benefits of involvement with
people of even greater interest and knowledge are lost.

ORBIT #2--The Creators (Plan-Makers):

There are some people for whom the subject in which participation is sought
is so important that their orbit of involvement goes beyond giving advice

on the product under development. For them, interest and knowledge make
their direct involvement in the creation of ideas and proposals a reality.
Many agencies are unprepared to accommodate this orbit of participation.
Product development is considered to be the job-of the professional staff--
influenced by public input in the identification of problems, needs, goals,
objectives, and in the assessment of alternatives and their impacts. It is
a major step in the direction of participatory decision making for agency
staff to create environments in which they are reacting to and advising .
citizens in the creation of proposals for public detision-making, or working
shoulder-to-shoulder.with people compensated only by their interest and
concern. The energy needed at this orbit of participation involves large
quantities of time and effort for the participants, and, what may be even
harder to find, large amounts of commitment by agency staff and decision-
makers to sharing historically given or hard-won agency influence and power.
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ORBIT #1--The Decision Makers:

It is surprisingly easy to recall public involvement in the actual control
of decisions. The referendum on whether to build the new school, or pur-
chase the open space, or build the sewage treatment plant are participation
experiences in which most people have had the opportunity to be involved.
They are often evidence of general public disinterest in which the majority
of eligible participants have chosen to give "permission to proceed" (or
maintain the status quo) by their unsurprised apathy. More subtle forms of
participation at the decision maker orbit can be found. Some people, for
whom the impacts of a decision are very great, are occasionally given what
amounts to a veto over agency proposals. "If the people in this neighbor-
hood don't 1ike the solution we come ub with, then we will not use that
solution!" This is the kind of promise of decision-maker partici %ion
that might be offered in a politically sensitive environment--OY B? ered

as a creative opportunity: "“This agency will adopt and implement the plan
that the citizen task force recommends!" The important characteristic of
participation in this most influential orbit is that at least a vote in the
final decision, if not actual control over that decision, is given to those
participating. Obviously, energy requirements are very high for both the
agency and the participant.

SUMMARY

This description of six levels or "orbits" of public participation in the
public decision-making process has attempted to expand the range of what
might be considered in the design of public involvement programs. Some
observers and theorists of public participation processes have cautioned
that ideas about the public's role in public decision-making range from
meaningful involvement (often defined as "control" of the process), downward
through programs of public information, education, and salesmanship, to
programs.that are de§1gned toco-opt the public and provide "social therapy"
to activists. Certainly there have peen many public participation programs
that have done little more than try to make the public feel good for long
enough to get an engineered consent to preconceived agency plans.

Care must be taken not to throw the public out along with the

participation programs that have little or no commitment to honoring the
public's right to know what is going on, and their right to try to influence
its outcome. Public participation programs that offer only the change for a
limited public to serve in advisory orbits of involvement activity eliminate
the chance for each member of a larger and more representative public to
recognize his or her own level of self-interest and decide at what level of
human energy to participate in advancing or protecting that interest.
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IDENTIFYING PUBLICS/STAFF IDENTIFICATION TECHNIQUES
By James L. Creighton

THE CONCEPT OF PUBLICS

One of the most important principles in designing a public involvement
program with representative participation from the public is that "the
public" is a mythical beast roughly akin to the average family with 2.1
children. The term "the public" is a useful theoretical concept but in
fact no such thing as a monolithic single body which can be called "the
pubTic" actually exists, just as no family of 2.1 children actually
exists. In fact, all of us belong to many publics. These publics may
be economic, professional, geographical, social, or political, but we
all tend to join together with others of like interests either for
pleasure or when we wish to accomplish something. Some of these publics
may be relatively well organized such as a political party, a profes-
sional association, or a social group. Others are relatively unorganized
and become noticeable only when they are strongly affected by a particu-
lar issue, e.g., residents who Tive on a particular street when there is
a proposa1 to put a freeway nearby. As a result, it is far more useful
to talk in terms of publics rather than "the public" to remind ourselves
that we are in fact dealing with many interests and groups rather than a
single monolithic body.

It is an observable phenomenon that most political decisions are made by
a minority of actively involved and interested citizens. This has led
to the notion that the remainder of the public is "the silent majority."
Usually the concept "the silent majority" is used as a justification for
contradicting the apparent demands of the active minority, thus a poli-
tician, an agency or an interest group may claim, "If we could just hear
from the silent majority...then it would be clear that our policies have
the support of the people." The advantage, of course, of claiming the
silent majority support is that as long as they remain silent nobody
will contradict. In fact, the minute someone contradicts they have
clearly become a part of the active minority and can make no further
claim to represent the silent majority. In fact, "the silent majority"
is another mythical beast which does not in fact exist and rests on the
assumption that somehow the silent majority-is totally in agreement
(despite the fact that all the active minorities are in dispute over
almost every issue). In reality, it is far safer to assume that the
silent majority contains just as many diverse opinions as does the
active minority, but that the silent majority has chosen not to partici-
pate either because they do not see the issue as having much impact on
them or they do not believe that they can affect the outcome. In addi-
tion "the silent majority" is not a fixed class of people: someone who
may be very active on one issue may be silent on another. People move
in and out of the active minority on particular issues depending upon
their perception of how much of a stake they have in the issue.
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